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 Ready, Willing, and Able? Exploring Education Researcher Engagement in Dissemination 
 
Taylor Koriakin, Ph.D. 
University of Connecticut, 2019 
The research-to-practice gap (RPG) is a continued concern in education, with limited knowledge and use 
of evidence-based practices by school practitioners frequently cited in the educational literature. Although 
studies exist evaluating practitioners’ perspectives on RPG, to date, no study has examined the education 
researchers’ approaches to dissemination. The purpose of this study was to understand education 
researchers’ engagement in dissemination activities targeting non-research audiences. School psychology 
and special education researchers (n = 226) working at research intensive institutions completed an online 
survey about their dissemination practices during the 2017-18 academic year. Overall, respondents 
reported engaging in low rates of dissemination targeting applied audiences, with over half of sample 
reporting spending less than two hours per week on dissemination activities focused on these audiences. 
Participants indicated that academic journal articles and conference presentations were the most 
frequently used modalities for dissemination. Common barriers reported by respondents were limited time 
to dedicate to dissemination and that dissemination is a low priority for their institutions. Exploratory 
factor analysis was used to examine a scale evaluating researcher intent to disseminate, with results 
supporting a two-factor structure including subjective norms and intent to disseminate subscales. Intent to 
disseminate was correlated with engagement in dissemination and was a significant predictor of both time 
dedicated to dissemination targeting non-research audiences and the number of dissemination activities 
produced during the 17-18 year. In terms of demographic characteristics, those participants with previous 
experience in applied settings dedicated a greater number of hours per week to dissemination targeting 
applied audiences than those without such experience. Faculty rank and tenure status were not associated 
with differences in the number of dissemination activities or time spent on dissemination. After 
controlling for the variance explained by intent to disseminate, professional characteristics were not 
predictive of engagement in dissemination during the 2017-2018 year.
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CHAPTER I 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
In the current landscape of the United States’ educational system, school-based providers are 
under pressure to improve student outcomes across academic, social, emotional, physical, and behavioral 
domains (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). Pre-service training, ethical guidelines, and federal law 
recommend or explicitly mandate use of evidence-based practices (EBP) to ensure the best possible 
outcomes for students (Every Student Succeeds Act [ESSA], 2016; Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Improvement Act [IDEA], 2004; National Association of School Psychologists, 2010). 
Although some typically developing students may demonstrate success in the absence of evidence-based 
instruction, students with or at-risk of developing disabilities are especially in need of interventions 
supported by rigorous, methodologically sound research given that they are at higher risk of poor 
outcomes (Jones, Dodge, Foster, Nix, & Conducts Problems Prevention Group, 2002; McIntosh, Horner, 
Chard, Boland, & Good, 2006; Viatro, Brendgen, Larose, & Tremblay, 2005). Although use of EBP does 
not guarantee student growth, school-based providers are more likely to set students up for success if they 
use interventions supported by research evidence than those without (Cook, Tankersley, Cook, & 
Landrum, 2008; Floyd & Norfolk, 2014).  
Despite calls for use of EBP in schools, the available literature has frequently documented a lack 
of use of EBP, resulting in a research-to-practice gap (RPG) in education in which the practices 
developed by research are not adopted for use in day-to-day school practice. This gap has been a concern 
across decades, with countless pages of peer-reviewed journal articles dedicated to potential causes of and 
suggestions to fix RPG. The Institute of Education Sciences (IES) president, Mark Schneider, recently 
referred to this as the “last mile” problem that represents the last stretch of dissemination to promote use 
of EBP by those in applied settings (Schneider, 2018). He also noted that there are many pot holes in the 
‘last mile.’ In fact, IES recently conducted surveys and focus groups with practitioners to better 
understand how to promote uptake and adoption of EBP in applied setting. This initiative was conducted 
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because of concerns that despite projecting to spend over $400 million on research in 2019, these 
expenditures generate limited impact on education practice.   
Important consequences are associated with the RPG in education. As Metz and Bartley (2012) 
noted, “The research to practice gap is a critical issue because children and families cannot benefit from 
services they don’t receive” (p. 11). EBPs need to be implemented with fidelity if school-based providers 
hope to improve student outcomes. Although some students may respond to non-EBPs, practitioner use of 
interventions without empirical support could potentially be associated with lack of student improvement, 
or worse, negative effects or actual harm (Lillienfield, 2007). Lack of adoption and implementation of 
EBP within special education and Response to Intervention (RTI) service delivery could be an 
explanatory factor for lack of improvement in student outcomes in these contexts (Balu et al., 2015; 
Morgan, Frisco, Farkas, & Hibel, 2010; Sullivan & Field, 2013). Given that the available literature and 
empirical studies related to RPG in education have not led to any significant decreases in the gap, 
stakeholders need to expand their lens of focus to evaluate different factors that contribute to the 
continued division of research and practice in education.   
Evidence-based practices (EBP) 
History of EBP. EBP are considered a cornerstone of school-based practice. As defined by Cook 
and Cook (2013), EBP refers to “practices that are supported by multiple, high-quality studies that utilize 
research designs from which causality can be inferred and that demonstrate meaningful effects on student 
outcomes” (p. 73). One of the first emphases on EBP came in 1997 when the U.S. Congress 
commissioned the Institute of Child Health and Human Development to create the National Reading 
Panel to gather the “research-based knowledge” related to reading (National Reading Panel, 2000). EBP 
were further emphasized in 2001 with the development of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002) Act 
which required “scientifically-based” education practices. Further, in 2002, the U.S. Department of 
Education’s Institute of Educational Sciences created the What Works Clearinghouse in attempt to make 
research evidence related to educational programs and practices more easily accessible for school 
stakeholders (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). In addition, the reauthorization of the IDEA (2004) 
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mandates the use of evidence-based interventions with students identified with educational disabilities. 
Most recently, ESSA (2016) replaced NCLB and updated terminology from “scientifically-based” to 
“evidence-based interventions” that must be provided in schools. Over time, the number of resources with 
synthesized, easily accessible information about EBP has grown; some examples include the National 
Center on Intensive Intervention’s Tools Charts and Intervention Central.   
In addition to legal requirements, school-based practitioners may also be ethically obligated to 
ensure that their practices are supported by a research evidence-base. For example, the National 
Association of School Psychologists’ Ethical Code (2010) states that school psychologists are obligated to 
use research-based practices for assessment and intervention. Similar ethical standards exist for the 
related service fields of social work (National Association of Social Workers, 2017, “Social workers 
should base practice on recognized knowledge, including empirically based knowledge, relevant to social 
work and social work ethics”, p. 25); physical therapy (American Physical Therapy Association, 2010; 
“Physical therapists shall demonstrate professional judgment informed by professional standards, 
evidence (including current literature and established best practice), practitioner experience, and 
patient/client values”, p. 1); and occupational therapy (American Occupational Therapy Association, 
2015; “Occupational therapy personnel shall… Use, to the extent possible, evaluation, planning, 
intervention techniques, assessments, and therapeutic equipment that are evidence based, current, and 
within the recognized scope of occupational therapy practice.” p. 2). The Council for Exceptional 
Children’s (CEC) ethical standards for special educators do not include a provision for use of evidence or 
research-based practices (CEC, n.d.). However, one of the ethical standards indicates that special 
educators should follow laws and regulations that influence school-based practice; this can be interpreted 
as teacher compliance with federal statutes requiring the use of EBP.  
These laws, mandates, and ethical requirements indicate that there are repeated calls for use of 
EBP, especially in the context of services students with disabilities; however, there are many different 
criteria for classifying interventions as EBP. Contributing to the confusion is what kind of research is 
reviewed to determine if a practice is evidence-based. For example, some organizations only consider 
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large group experimental and quasi-experimental designs in their reviews; however, other review panels 
may also consider the findings of single-subject, qualitative, or other methodologies. Organizations also 
differ in their standards to determine if practices are EBP. Cook and colleagues (2009) note that there may 
inevitably be disagreements between researchers on how to classify EBP, with some finding the criteria to 
be too stringent, with practices with supporting evidence not designated as EBP due to strict 
requirements. For example, many stakeholders find that the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC)’s criteria 
are too strict with many interventions and programs not meeting the standards for review (Viadero & 
Huff, 2006; Schoenfeld, 2006), which therefore limits the information that school-based practitioners can 
draw from WWC. On the other hand, others may find criteria to be too lenient, in which practices that are 
not evidence-based are classified as EBP when they are not in fact associated with improved student 
outcomes. Although there are varying definitions of EBP, there are similarities in conceptualizations of 
EBP across stakeholders. Generally, organizations consider four factors related to EBP—(a) quantity of 
available evidence, (b) quality of studies, (c) methodological design, and (d) estimated size of effects 
(Cook & Cook, 2013; Cook, Tankersly, & Landrum, 2009). There also seems to be consensus that these 
aspects of EBP must be balanced; for example, even if a single study meets the highest methodological 
quality standards, the practice cannot be an EBP since there is not a sufficient quantity of evidence (Cook 
et al., 2009).  
Measuring prevalence of EBP use. Given that use of EBP is supported by law, ethical 
standards, and best practice recommendations, those outside of the education field may assume that EBP 
are frequently, if not always, utilized in schools. However, previous research documents that EBP are not 
the most frequently used techniques used by school-based practitioners (Behrstock, Drill, & Miller, 2009; 
Burns &Ysseldyke, 2009). Even in light of legislation requiring use of EBP, school staff may still choose 
not to implement these practices. As Hoover (2018) noted, validation of research-based practices often 
takes many years, and practitioners cannot wait for methodologically sound interventions and often must 
act before evidence-based interventions are available. In addition, teachers operate relatively 
independently and autonomously within their own classrooms (Cook, Tankersley, & Harjusola-Webb, 
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2008), and even with top down efforts to implement EBPs such as federal mandates, state policies, and 
administrative pressure, they may still not feel compelled to implement EBPs if they choose not to. As 
Behrstock, Drill, and Miller (2009) state, “In the end, teachers have to do what seems to work in the 
classroom, regardless of official best practice or other research guidance” (p. 7). A focus group study 
conducted by Boardman and colleagues (2005) also supports this notion; special education teachers in 
their sample reported that they did not feel obligated to implement specific practices even if under 
pressure from administrative leadership to implement.  
Several researchers have attempted to confirm these anecdotal reports of low EBP use by 
conducting studies to evaluate school-based practitioner knowledge and use of EBP. Although it is 
difficult to determine actual rates of EBP use in schools, studies have used several different methods in an 
attempt to try to capture the frequency or prevalence of EBP use by school-based practitioners. One 
method of estimation is to ask school-based practitioners how often they use different interventions or 
programs. One such study surveyed a sample of special education teachers and school psychologists and 
presented them with a list of interventions and strategies; some of these strategies demonstrated strong 
effects in previous research, whereas others were associated with limited effects on student outcomes 
(Burns &Ysseldyke, 2009). The most frequently used strategies reported by school psychologists were 
direct instruction, formative assessment, and mnemonic strategies, all of which are considered EBPs. On 
the other hand, although special educators endorsed frequent use of EBPs such as direct instruction, they 
also endorsed use of strategies with little evidence of efficacy, such as modality instruction.  
Researchers have also attempted to measure school staff knowledge of EBP by presenting 
participants different EBPs and asking them to rate the evidence supporting the use of each one. For 
example, one study (Stormont, Reinke, & Herman, 2011a) presented general and education teachers with 
a mix of behavioral interventions/strategies, some of which were evidence-based and others that were not. 
Results indicated that teachers were able to select interventions that were evidence-based; however, they 
were not as easily able to discern and exclude non-EBPs. For example, 91% of the sample considered 
identifying antecedents of a problem behavior as an EBP; however, over half the sample (63%) 
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considered “having a detailed discussion about problem following misbehavior” an EBP, even though 
there is limited evidence to support the use of this practice in school-based behavior management.  
Another similar study presented general education teachers with the names of evidence-based 
interventions/programs for students with emotional and/or behavioral difficulties (Stormont, Reinke, & 
Herman, 2011b). These interventions were selected by the authors “based on our knowledge of evidence-
based programs and also consulted national clearinghouses” (pg. 142). The teachers were asked to rate 
these items based on how much they agreed that they were evidenced-based. With the exception of one 
program (Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports; PBIS), the majority of teachers indicated that 
they had “never heard of” the interventions presented (e.g., 91% of the sample was not familiar with the 
Good Behavior Game). Similarly, McKevitt (2012) presented school psychologists with evidence-based 
social-emotional learning interventions and ask them to rate each on a three-point scale (not familiar; 
somewhat familiar, or very familiar). Sixteen interventions were presented to the participants; a large 
majority of the interventions (11 out of 16) were unfamiliar to over 50% of the sample surveyed.  
Across these studies evaluating the prevalence of EBP use in applied settings, a common theme is 
that practitioners are either unfamiliar with or not using practices that are considered EBP. Even studies 
with more promising results (e.g., Burns & Ysseldyke, 2009; Stormont et al., 2011b) in which participants 
could identify EBP, they could not as reliably differentiate EBP from practices without empirical support. 
As a whole, these findings support the anecdotal notion that there is an issue in connecting practices that 
are established by empirical research with day-to-day work in schools. 
Understanding the Research-to-Practice Gap  
The studies reviewed above attempting to estimate the prevalence of use of and knowledge 
related to EBP demonstrate that there is a clear RPG in education. The studies reviewed in the previous 
section indicate that across studies school-based practitioners are often times not familiar with or not 
using EBP that have been established by research (McKevitt, 2012; Stormont et al., 2011b). Even though 
there has been a focus on reducing the RPG in education for nearly 25 years (see Kaestle, 1993), there is 
limited evidence to suggest that there has been improvement in this issue over time. Further, international 
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studies of EBP and research use by teachers in the Czech Republic (Carter, Strnadova, & Stephenson, 
2012), Australia (Carter, Stephenson, & Strnadova, 2011), the United Kingdom (Williams & Coles, 
2007), and India (Ahuja, 2012) provide evidence that this is not an issue exclusive to education in the 
United States.  
Conceptual models of research to practice. The process of moving information from research 
to practice can be characterized by two different but related processes—dissemination and 
implementation. In this study, definitions proposed by Nilsen (2015) were used, in which dissemination is 
the “active spread of new practices to the target audience using planned strategies” (p. 2) and 
implementation is defined as “the process of putting to use or integrating new practices within a setting” 
(p. 2). Several researchers have created conceptual frameworks to specifically describe dissemination and 
implementation in education. However, many of these models and frameworks conceptualize only 
implementation factors affecting EBP use. Many are user-focused models and focus primarily on factors 
at the individual or systems level that affect adoption EBP such as the Concerns Based Adoption Model 
(Anderson, 1997) or the factors affecting implementation quality multi-level model (Domitrovich et al., 
2008). Although these frameworks are useful for understanding factors that can act as supports or barriers 
to implementation, they describe only one piece of the complex process of moving research to practice in 
education.  
In recent years, development of conceptual frameworks to explain implementation of EBP across 
multiple fields has expanded. Although some of these frameworks were created with the intention of 
dissemination of EBP in medicine or public health, they can be applied to many different fields including 
education. Nilsen (2015) separates the many implementation theories, models, and frameworks into five 
broad categories. One category is process models which describe how research can be spread from 
“producers to users” (p. 3) and implemented in actual practice. A second categorization of 
implementation theories suggested by Nilsen is determinant frameworks which suggest factors that 
support or deter implementation of EBP; these are largely in line with the existing “user oriented” 
frameworks in education mentioned above. Classic theories make up the third categorization developed 
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by Nilsen; these theories may not have been developed with implementation science in mind but could be 
applied to understand behavior change related to implementation. The fourth category consists of 
implementation theories and are defined by Nilsen as “theories… to provide understanding and/or 
explanation of aspects of implementation” (p. 3). The final categorization suggested by Nilsen is 
evaluation frameworks which can be used to measure to quality of implementation. RPG in education is 
complex and any theories or models from any of these five frameworks could provide an explanation of 
some part of the gap. However, for comprehensive explanation of RPG in education, frameworks or 
models that include both research and practice factors are needed, which is in line with “process models” 
described by Nilsen. For the present study, a process model was used as a framework given the research-
to-practice gap affects both dissemination and implementation factors.  
One such process model is the Interactive Systems Framework (ISF); originally designed to 
explain dissemination of information about violence prevention, ISF consists of three tiers in translating 
research to practice (Wandersman et al., 2008). The first tier is the Prevention Synthesis and Translation 
System which consists of translation and adaptation of existing research. Much of research as it exists in 
peer-reviewed publications is not ready for uptake by those in the field, and researchers need to translate 
their findings to make them easily accessible to their intended audience. The Prevention Support System is 
the second tier of the ISF and includes both general capacity building and innovation-specific capacity 
building; this tier focuses on developing the context or environment that will support the implementation 
of the innovation. The third ISF tier is the Prevention Delivery System which involves the actual 
implementation of the innovation and also includes both general and innovation-specific capacity 
building. The ISF depicts all three tiers surrounded by contextual factors including funding, policy, 
existing research, and climate (Wandersman et al., 2008). 
Although ISF was originally created to meet dissemination needs in public health research, it has 
been applied to many other fields and settings. Outside of education, ISF has been utilized to 
conceptualize prevention across many domains including teen pregnancy (Duffy et al., 2012; Mueller et 
al., 2017; Lesesne et al., 2008), hypertension (Lane et al., 2012), substance use (Firesheets, Francis, 
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Barnum, & Rolf, 2012; Livet, Courser, & Wandersman, 2008), falls in older adults (Peterson, 
Christiansen, Guse, & Layde, 2015), and early detection of breast cancer (Rapkin et al., 2012; Rapkin et 
al., 2017). Within education, the ISF has been utilized as a framework for school-based prevention 
(Flaspohler et al., 2012), mental health service delivery (Flaspohler, Anderson-Butcher, & Wandersman, 
2008), classroom management strategy implementation (Halgunseth et al., 2012), substance use 
prevention (Florin et al., 2012), and implementation of anti-bullying policy (Bruening, Orengo-Aguayo, 
Onwuachi, & Ramirez, 2018). The ISF has also been used as a framework for state-level education policy 
guidance related to EBP implementation (Florin et al., 2012; Rhoades et al., 2012).  
Figure 1 includes a visual model adapted from Wandersman et al. (2008), adding terms that are 
relevant to the field of education; for example, the term “prevention” has been replaced by “EBP” to 
specify the targets of dissemination and implementation in education. For education, the EBP/Prevention 
Synthesis and Translation System would consist primarily of adapting existing research findings for ease 
of use and understanding for school staff. Within schools, activities associated with the EBP/Prevention 
Support System may include promoting buy-in from relevant stakeholders and preparing staff to be open 
to change and adopting new EBPs (Flaspohler, Meehan, Maras, & Keller, 2012). The EBP/Prevention 
Delivery System involves the actual delivery of the intervention to students; activities in this system 
would include staff training related to the specific EBP selected and monitoring fidelity of 
implementation. In addition, the contextual factors surrounding all three tiers have been adapted to 
include contextual factors affecting both researchers and practitioners. For example, university funding 
could affect researchers’ ability to engage in synthesis and translation, whereas funding at the school 
building or district level could affect adoption of a particular EBP. In addition, both university and school 
climate can affect dissemination and uptake of EBP. University factors such as department leadership 
support for dissemination can affect synthesis and translation activities, while school level factors such as 
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administrator support and willingness to change can affect adoption and implementation of EBP in 
schools. 
Causes of RPG. Even though conceptual models exist to explain the movement of knowledge 
from research to practice, studies evaluating the prevalence of EBP use indicate that breakdown occurs 
somewhere in this process. These models often describe the ideal transfer of knowledge through systems, 
but these ideal conceptualizations are often not reality given that the available literature highlighting a gap 
in translation of knowledge from research to practice. Throughout the educational literature, many 
researchers have proposed different theoretically derived causes of the RPG. Broekkamp and van Hout-
Wolters (2007) conducted a systematic review of this available literature and identified four main causes 
of the gap. The first two reasons are related to the nature of education research. The first reason for RPG 
identified by the authors is that education research does not result in many clear findings. Many 
intervention studies either refute or fail to replicate the results of previous studies making it difficult to 
create an evidence base to disseminate to those in the field. The second cause of the gap proposed by the 
authors is that education research “yields only few practical results” (p. 206). Many research studies may 
not take the feasibility or acceptability of an intervention into account while developing and evaluating 
the intervention. A certain strategy or intervention may be associated with improved student outcomes, 
but if the researchers have not evaluated how it will be applied in the day-to-day school setting with many 
competing demands there may be missing pieces in the implementation puzzle.  
The second two causes of RPG identified by the authors are focused on characteristics of 
practitioners. The third cause identified by the review is that “practitioners feel that educational research 
is not conclusive or practical” (p. 207); this is consistent with the notion that education research tends to 
lack credibility with school-based providers. The final cause found by the authors is that school-based 
practitioners infrequently access research and use it to inform their practice. Although much of the 
available literature on RPG is theoretical (Dagenais et al., 2012), researchers have attempted to build off 
of these ideas about the causes of RPG by conducing empirical studies evaluating RPG. In the sections 
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below, empirical studies attempting to evaluate RPG are reviewed, tying back to the four causes identified 
by Broekkamp and van Hout-Wolters (2007).  
Practitioner perspectives on RPG. The majority of studies evaluating RPG focus on practitioner 
perspectives toward research and EBP, including their views on using research findings in applied 
settings. A systematic review of studies examining use of EBP in schools found that the most common 
variable assessed in the empirical evaluations of RPG was teacher attitudes toward research (Dagenais et 
al., 2012). Researchers utilize various methodologies to assess teachers’ attitudes toward research and 
RPG. One such method is the use of focus groups to examine teacher and school-based practitioner 
perspectives on using research in their practice. For example, Boardman and colleagues (2005) conducted 
focus groups of special education teachers to better understand their opinions of research and using 
evidence to inform practice. Across the groups, teachers reported that they often did not find research 
useful or relevant to their everyday practice; many felt that studies were often conducted in general 
education settings and were not relevant to the specialized, individualized needs of their students. In 
addition, results from focus groups of teachers conducted by IES found that research is often conducted 
without input from teachers and focuses on abstract concepts rather than topics that are readily relevant 
and application to their day to day work (Schneider, 2018). Behrstock, Drill, and Miller (2009) also 
utilized focused groups to evaluate teacher perspectives on evidence-based practice. Similar to the 
findings of Boardman and colleagues (2005), the teachers in this sample indicated that they did not find 
that research was highly relevant to their classroom needs. In addition, the teachers in the focus groups 
also indicated that research as it exists in journal articles is not accessible to them and is not easily read 
and understood. Some teachers also perceived the time it takes to read and comprehend research articles 
takes time away from student needs. Consistent themes across these focus groups were lack of use of 
scholarly materials and distrust of research evidence; these findings are aligned with the third cause of 
RPG proposed by Broekkamp and van Hout-Wolters (2007) that indicates that school-based practitioners 
do not find research useful.  
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Teacher views expressed in focus groups are echoed in studies examining how teachers read and 
interact with research. One early study (Zeuli, 1994) asked a small group of teachers to read three 
different research articles and then asked them questions about the main idea and findings of each study 
and these responses were then coded for quality. A more recent qualitative study (Bartels, 2013) 
compared how second language teachers and language researchers differed in their interpretation of both 
practitioner-oriented articles and traditional empirical studies. The findings of both of these studies are 
best described by a statement in the concluding paragraphs from Zeuli (1994), “So, one answer to the 
question, How do teachers understand research when they read it? is that many teachers don’t.” (p. 19). In 
the absence of the skills to be able to understand complicated findings and methodology, many teachers 
instead relied on what they thought would be applicable to their classrooms and used this as a metric by 
which to evaluate the quality of the studies (Zeuli, 1994). Bartels (2003) found similar findings in that 
teachers judged the quality of studies not by considering the methodological validity of the study, but 
rather if the included information that was relevant to their classrooms. This reinforces the responses from 
focus groups in which teachers indicated that they often discredited research because they did not feel that 
it was applicable to their classrooms. These findings are also consistent with the third cause of RPG 
suggested by the literature conducted by Broekkamp and van Hout-Wolters (2007) which indicates that 
practitioners do not consider research useful to their everyday practice. This finding could be due to 
several factors including that training programs may not prepare school-based providers to comprehend 
and critically evaluate research articles and that research articles may not be written in a way that is easily 
accessible to those working in applied settings. 
Researchers have also attempted to empirically evaluate RPG through surveying school-based 
practitioners about what resources they access in educational decision making. Williams and Coles (2007) 
surveyed teachers in the United Kingdom and found that their most commonly used resources were 
discussions with other colleagues, professional magazines/newspaper publications, and in-service 
professional development. Findings from the Behrstock and colleagues (2009) focus group study 
indicated that teachers were likely to engage in knowledge seeking that is easily accessible, like asking a 
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colleague or Googling for resources before consulting empirical research. One recent study (Hunter & 
Hall, 2018) surveyed teachers to learn about their utilization of online resources for professional purposes. 
The authors asked about use of resources that include content quality monitoring such as Wikipedia and 
the What Works Clearinghouse along with websites without such monitoring including Pinterest, 
Teachers Pay Teachers, and Twitter. The authors found the most common online resources accessed by 
the sample were YouTube, Pinterest, and online newspapers. This is consistent with the findings of 
another study indicating that teachers most frequently accessed websites, multimedia (including videos), 
and mass media sources (Lysenko et al., 2014). 
IES recently conducted a survey of over 500 teachers, administrators, and coaches to determine 
what IES resources stakeholders are using (Friedman, 2018; Schneider, 2018). Preliminary results 
indicate that of the six IES resources—Education Resources Information Center (ERIC), the National 
Center of Education Research, National Center for Education Statistics, the What Works Clearinghouse, 
the National Center for Special Education Research, and Regional Education Laboratories—respondents 
reported little familiarity or use of these sources. For example, 52% of respondents reported that they had 
never heard of the What Works Clearinghouse and 67% had never heard of Regional Education 
Laboratories. Of the participants that had heard of these sources, only a small minority reported that they 
had ever used them (Friedman, 2018; Sparks, 2018). Some of the more frequently used sources reported 
by respondents were online searches, resources from professional associations, social media, and 
information or discussions with colleagues or supervisors (Friedman, 2018). 
Another related method of evaluation of RPG is to survey how often school-based practitioners 
access research to inform educational decision making. For example, Lysenko and colleagues (2014) 
asked a sample of school-based practitioners including administrators, teachers, and support staff to report 
how often they accessed research or other scholarly materials; a majority of the sample indicated they had 
only utilized research information one to two times in the past year. Williams and Cole (2007) found that 
teachers in the UK frequently reported lack of access to research and time to engage with research. In 
addition, teachers in that study were less confident in their ability to interpret and utilize research findings 
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than more general information. Given that the studies reviewed in this section indicate that teachers and 
other school-based practitioners do not find research to be relevant and have difficulty interpreting 
research findings, it is not surprising that they do not seek out research and rely on other sources when 
they need resources to support practice (Broekkamp & van Hout-Wolters, 2007). These findings are 
consistent with the final cause of RPG identified by Broekkamp and van Hout-Wolters (2007) that 
school-based practitioners do not frequently make use of research findings, and even if they do, the 
findings are often not interpreted in an appropriate manner. 
Researcher perspectives on RPG. Although there are many studies examining teacher and other 
school-based practitioners’ views on the issue, there are fewer examining researchers’ perspectives on 
RPG. A systematic review conducted by Dagenais and colleagues (2012) sought to synthesize the 
available empirical literature on RPG related to practitioner use of research in applied settings. The 
authors included 27 studies in their analysis, but only two of them included researchers or authors of 
interventions in their samples (Ratcliffe et al., 2005; Simons, Kushner, Jones, & James, 2003). Much of 
the empirical research on RPG is limited to the Broekkamp and van Hout Wolters’s (2007) third and 
fourth hypothesized causes of the gap, both of which focus on are practitioner contributions to RPG. 
There have been very few empirical studies focused on the “research” end of RPG or researcher attempts 
to engage with practitioners to promote use of EBP. Given that researchers create the evidence base for 
EBP, understanding their attempts to disseminate their findings and alleviate RPG is critical. The few 
studies examining education researchers’ engagement in dissemination have been largely limited to use of 
social media as a dissemination tool (Greehow & Gleason, 2014; Li & Greenhow, 2015). However, it is 
not clear if social media is used as a means for researchers to communicate with others in academia or 
connecting with those in applied settings. 
Although there are few studies that evaluate education researcher perspectives on dissemination 
of EBP, there is a small, parallel literature base investigating dissemination practices in public health 
research. Wilson and colleagues (2010) surveyed public health researchers in the United Kingdom about 
their engagement in dissemination activities. The researchers included in the sample broadly indicated 
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that they valued dissemination, with 93 percent of the sample reporting that they considered 
dissemination of results to non-research audiences as “important” or “very important.” However, despite 
considering dissemination important, 66 percent of the sample estimated that they spend less than 10 
percent of their time engaged in dissemination activities. Participants were also asked about methods they 
most commonly used to communicate their research findings. The three most common methods reported 
were publication in academic journals, conference presentations, and reports to funders (Wilson et al., 
2010). 
Brownson and colleagues (2013) then used a similar survey to assess dissemination practices of 
public researchers in the United States. US public health researchers reported lower engagement in 
dissemination that the UK sample, with 73 percent of the sample reporting spending less than 10 percent 
of their time on dissemination. Respondents also reported limited engagement with stakeholders with 
only 34 percent of researchers surveyed reporting that they involved stakeholders in their research 
process. When stakeholders were involved, they were not included throughout the entire research process, 
but most often in the planning stage and the final report stage after the study concluded. The authors 
noted that findings differed across types of public health research settings, Center for Disease Control 
versus National Institutes of Health (NIH) versus university settings. For example, the NIH was the least 
likely to involve stakeholders, but was more likely to have access to communications experts to help 
disseminate their findings than other settings.  
Tabak and colleagues (2014) conducted additional analyses of responses from the Brownson et al. 
(2013) survey to determine factors that predicted engagement in dissemination. Specifically, they 
examined how respondents rated their efforts to disseminate from not sure, poor, adequate, good, and 
excellent. Thirty-five percent of participants reported that they felt their efforts to disseminate were 
‘poor’, whereas 28% of respondents rated their dissemination efforts as “excellent” or “good.” One factor 
affecting ratings of dissemination was previous employment in applied settings; 35% of participants who 
previously worked in the field rated their dissemination as excellent/good, compared to 15% of 
participants who had never worked in applied settings. The authors found that two factors were most 
16 
 
predictive of respondents’ ratings of their dissemination efforts—previous work in applied settings and 
expectations from funders to engage in dissemination activities.   
Emerging directions in evaluating RPG. Based the review above, the majority of the available 
literature is focused on practitioner contributions rather than researcher contributions affecting RPG. 
There is little available literature in education evaluating researchers’ attempts to disseminate or share 
their work with those in applied settings in an effort to promote use of EBP and alleviate RPG. School-
based practitioners must have knowledge of EBP before they can implement; therefore, dissemination of 
information about EBP by researchers plays an important role in understanding RPG. Researchers have 
suggested developing a “shared responsibility” between researchers and school-based practitioners as a 
potential solution to improving RPG in education (Kratochwill & Shernoff, 2004). Part of this shared 
responsibility may be weighing researcher contributions along with practitioner contributions to RPG. 
Given that the current understanding of the RPG landscape has not led to a decrease in the gap, 
researchers need to expand their views to examine other factors that may be contributing to RPG, 
including education researchers’ approaches to dissemination. As the goal, ultimately, is to optimize 
practices that lead to improved student outcomes, then new knowledge about factors that impact 
researchers’ behaviors related to disseminating their work in ways that enhance practitioner use of 
evidence-based practice is needed. To date, there have been no systematic evaluations of education 
researcher engagement in dissemination practices targeting school-based audiences.  
Existing literature indicates that dissemination could be an important factor in understanding RPG 
in education. For example, the available evidence indicates that there may be a mismatch between the 
most common means of researcher dissemination and means of school-based practitioner resource uptake. 
Previous research indicates that some of school-based providers’ most frequently accessed resources 
include Pinterest, YouTube or online videos, consultation with colleagues, and Google searches 
(Boardman et al., 2005; Hunter & Hall, 2018). However, authors anecdotally note that the most common 
means of researcher dissemination are likely publication in peer-reviewed journals and presentations at 
conferences (Cook, Cook, & Landrum, 2013). Previous research has not pointed to either of these 
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dissemination products as a common source of information about EBP sought out by school staff. This 
indicates that a discontinuity may exist between researcher dissemination practices and school staff 
resource preferences.  
In recent years, interest in researchers’ dissemination and communication practices has grown. 
For example, Cook and colleagues (2013) discussed how education researchers can engage in more 
effective dissemination practices (i.e., messages should be Simple, Unexpected, Credible, Concrete, 
Emotional, and include anecdotal Stories). In addition, interest in training researchers on effective 
dissemination, communication, and marketing practices to better distribute their research findings is 
growing (Chambers, Proctor, Brownson, & Straus, 2016; Proctor & Chambers, 2016). Although these 
efforts to improve education researcher dissemination practices represent great strides for both research 
and practice, these efforts to improve dissemination include an underlying assumption that researchers are 
interested in engaging in dissemination targeting non-research audiences. However, there is little 
empirical evidence assessing education researcher attitudes and approaches toward dissemination. 
Dissemination improvement efforts may be stymied without further empirical investigation into how 
researchers conceptualize dissemination as part of their academic responsibilities and how personally 
invested they feel in the dissemination process. Before investing valuable resources into training 
researchers how to better engage in dissemination, it is necessary to understand researcher attitudes 
toward engaging in dissemination and targeting those working in applied settings. The ISF is a systems-
level framework, but there is also a need to understand the behavior of individuals within the system, and 
a missing piece of the RPG may be an understanding of researcher motivation to participate in 
dissemination activities. Therefore, there may be an additional step before the Prevention Synthesis and 
Translation System that describes the process of how individuals approach synthesis and translation.  
A conceptualization of factors affecting individual researcher engagement in the Translation and 
Synthesis level of the ISF is needed. One way to frame researcher behavior is the Theory of Planned 
Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1998, 1991). This theory was developed as psychologists noted that behavioral 
intent or general attitudes toward engaging in a behavior alone were not sufficient to explain actual 
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behavior (Ajzen, 1991). In other words, understanding researchers’ intent or aspirations toward engaging 
in dissemination does not fully predict or explain if they will actually engage in dissemination activities. 
TPB postulates that behavior is affected by intentions, and these intentions are affected by beliefs in three 
areas: attitudes toward the behavior, perceived behavioral control, and subjective norms (Ajzen, 1991). 
In the context of education research, attitudes toward the behavior are researchers’ attitudes or beliefs 
about dissemination of their work; this may include how much the researcher values dissemination and 
who they consider to be the audience for their work (e.g., school practitioners versus other researchers). 
Perceived behavioral control is an individual’s self-efficacy related to the behavior. For researchers, this 
may be how skilled they feel at disseminating their work. For example, if a researcher has received 
training in marketing and communication, they may feel more confident in their ability to successfully 
disseminate their findings to school staff. Subjective norms are how an individual perceives important 
others feel about the behavior and how they would react to the individual engaging in the behavior. In this 
context, subjective norms would include the attitudes and behaviors of other colleagues, researchers, and 
supervisors toward dissemination. Where the ISF represents dissemination at the systems level, TPB 
explains the behavior of the individual researchers within the larger system. Figure 2 provides a depiction 
of the integration of the Theory of Planned Behavior and ISF, in which the three factors affecting 
implementation outlined by the Theory of Planned Behavior contribute to the EBP/Prevention Translation 
and Synthesis System. 
A precedent exists for using TPB in implementation science contexts. For example, Tabak and 
colleagues (2014) attempted to predict public health researchers’ self-reported engagement in 
dissemination—rated from poor to excellent—across three factors: attitudes toward 
dissemination/importance of dissemination, previous training in communication/dissemination, and 
expectations related to dissemination from funding agencies and employers. Although they did not frame 
their study in the context of TPB, the factors they investigated are analogous to the components of the 
TPB. Expectations from funders and employers in similar to the subjective norm concept in TPH, 
whereas attitudes toward dissemination are most closely aligned with the attitudes toward the behavior 
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construct in TPB. Previous training related to dissemination is a component of perceived behavior 
control—additional training may increase a researcher’s confidence in their ability to communicate their 
findings effectively. Therefore, TPB in the context of the ISF model may be helpful to conceptualize 
researcher engagement in dissemination within the larger context of moving knowledge to practice. 
Although dissemination processes are included in the ISF, a better understanding of researcher intention 
and perceived barriers to engage in dissemination targeting non-research audiences is needed, for which 
the TPB provides a useful theoretical framework. 
Purpose of Study 
Given that school-based practitioners’ knowledge and use of EBP in schools is limited (Burns & 
Ysseldyke, 2009; Lysenko et al. 2014; McKevitt, 2012; Stormont et al., 2011a), a clear disconnect exists 
between generation of EBPs and translation of these findings to practice. Studies attempting to 
empirically evaluate RPG in education have primarily focused on practitioner beliefs and attitudes toward 
translating research to their day to day practice (Dagenais et al., 2012). Although researchers frequently 
investigate practitioner use of research, less attention has been devoted to researcher attempts to 
disseminate their findings to those in the field. Investigation into the RPG issue needs to include study of 
both sides of the gap—researchers and practitioners. Without an evaluation of factors affecting 
researchers’ approaches to dissemination targeting non-research audiences and factors that act as supports 
or barriers to engagement in dissemination, understanding of RPG remains incomplete. Thus, the purpose 
of this study was to investigate education researcher activities related to dissemination, attitudes toward 
dissemination, and factors that support or deter engagement in dissemination. An increased understanding 
of education researcher dissemination practices may help to elucidate RPG and may lead to a better 
understanding of how researchers can alter their dissemination tactics to better reach those working in 
schools who rely on research findings to inform educational decision-making. The present study aimed to 
address the following research questions: 
1. How often and in what modalities are education researchers engaging in dissemination that 
targets non-research audiences? 
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2. To what extent does education researcher intent to engage in dissemination that targets non-
research audiences explain self-reported actual engagement in dissemination activities? 
3. To what extent do professional demographic characteristics (faculty rank, tenure and promotion 
status, previous position in applied settings) explain education researcher engagement in 
dissemination targeting non-research audiences? 
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CHAPTER II 
METHODS 
Participants 
Education researchers were defined as those employed at Research Intensive (RI) Institutions in 
fields of special education or school psychology. This population was the focus of the study because of 
the authors’ backgrounds in school psychology, and special education was a natural extension with both 
groups working with similar populations. Both disciplines are focused on developing evidence-based 
practices for students with or at risk of developing learning and/or social, emotional, and behavioral 
disabilities in the context of multi-tiered systems of support and special education service delivery 
(Villareal & Umaña, 2017). In addition, this population was chosen because RI institutions historically 
have the highest amount of research activity and productivity and receive the greatest amount of research 
funding. As a result, it is assumed that faculty at these institutions are conducting research in the field. 
The work of researchers at RI institutions is considered to be especially relevant to the day to day 
practices of those working in schools since it is assumed to be high quality and methodologically sound. 
Therefore, understanding the dissemination practices of those conducting this high-quality research is 
particularly important in understanding RPG in education.  
A potential pool of participants was created by referencing the list of the 115 RI Institutions as 
classified by the Carnegie Classifications of Institutes of Education (Indiana University Center for 
Postsecondary Research, 2016). This list of institutions was then cross-referenced with the list of doctoral 
programs in school psychology approved by the American Psychological Association (APA, 2018) and 
the National Association of School Psychologists (NASP, 2017). Google searches were then conducted to 
determine which of the RI institutions offer doctoral-level programs in special education. Department 
websites were then reviewed to determine which faculty members met the following inclusion criteria, (a) 
employed as a researcher at an RI institution in the United States, (b) employed in a school psychology, 
combined school psychology and clinical psychology, or special education department, (c) employed in a 
department with a doctoral program, and (d) currently working in a position primarily dedicated to 
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research. Exclusion criteria included (a) employment at an institution that is not classified as an R1, (b) 
employment in a department in an academic discipline other than special education or school psychology, 
(c) employment in a department that does not offer a doctoral program in school psychology or special 
education, (d) employment in a faculty position primarily dedicated to teaching or clinical practice (e.g., 
assistant or associate clinical professor, instructor, adjunct professor), (e) employment as a post-doctoral 
fellow, and (f) designation as professor emeritus. An Excel database of potential participants meeting the 
inclusion criteria was created including names, email addresses, faculty position, and university 
affiliation.  
From the 115 qualifying institutions, a pool of 642 potential participants was generated (207 
school psychology and 435 special education researchers). All 642 potential participants were invited to 
complete the survey. Of the 642 individuals contacted, a total of 236 responses were obtained with 223 
complete surveys and 13 partial responses. When reviewing the partial responses, a survey item was 
selected to determine if partial responses were complete enough to be included in the final analyses which 
was approximately one-third of the way through the survey; six respondents did not reach the cut-off item 
and were removed from the final sample. An additional four respondents were determined to not meet the 
inclusion criteria (e.g., researchers who had retired since the initial list of potential respondents was 
created). This created a final sample size of 226 respondents. Response rate was calculated using the 
American Association for Public Opinion Research (2016) Response Rate #3 which resulted an overall 
response rate of 35.7%.  
Researchers from 60 different universities were represented in the sample. In Table 1, participant 
demographics are presented. The sample was 62.11% female, and the average age of the respondents was 
47.58 (SD = 11.36, range 27-77). The faculty rank make-up of the respondents was 29% assistant 
professors, 34% associate professors, and 35% full professors, and respondents had an average of 14.98 
years of experience working in education research (SD = 10.45, range 1 – 47). Seventy-seven percent of 
respondents indicated that they held a position in an applied setting before pursuing an academic research 
position. Participants were also asked to report on the kind of position they held in applied settings and 
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could check as many as applied to their previous experiences (therefore percentages do no sum to 100%). 
Of these participants, 74% had previously been general or special education teachers, 30% held positions 
as school counselors, social workers, or psychologists, and 16% were previously employed as school 
administrators. Eleven percent of participants held other positions in applied settings such as behavior 
technicians or interventionists, work as psychologists in hospital settings, consultants, speech language 
therapists, and academic or behavioral support coaches. Of those with previous experience in applied 
settings, 21% reported experience in multiple applied positions (e.g., worked as both a teacher and 
administrator) prior to becoming a researcher. 
Table 2 present comparisons between the present sample and the overall population of potential 
respondents to evaluate patterns of non-response and to determine the extent to which responses from the 
sample could be generalized to the larger population. Overall, the demographics of the sample are largely 
consistent with the characteristics of the overall population of potential respondents. Chi-square analyses 
were also used to analyze the total potential pool of participants to determine if rates of survey completion 
or patterns of non-response were different according to demographic characteristics. There were no 
differences in the percentage of males (34.31%) and females (35.68%) who completed the survey [χ2 (1) 
= .122, p = .727]. Differences between content area were also evaluated, and there were also no 
significant differences in survey completion between those in departments of special education (34.94%) 
or school psychology [34.63%; χ2 (1) = .006, p = .939]. Comparisons between faculty ranks were also 
conducted; a greater proportion of assistant professors completed the survey (40.93%) than associate 
(34.69%) and full professors (30.27%). However, these differences did not reach statistical significance 
[χ2 (2) = 5.46, p = .065].  
Measures 
Survey development. Participation in this study involved completion of an online survey. Given 
that previous surveys have been conducted evaluating dissemination practices of public health researchers 
(Brownson et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2010), the lead authors of these studies were contacted to ask 
permission to review their survey instruments. These authors consented to review and use of their survey 
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items (R. Brownson, personal communication, November 8, 2017; P. Wilson, personal communication, 
November 8, 2017). Any items that have been adapted from their instruments are noted and cited in 
Appendix A. After an initial draft of survey items was developed, five education researchers participated 
in cognitive pre-testing to refine the measure. These researchers were chosen as experts because they 
were currently engaged in research and were in an array of different faculty positions (assistant, associate, 
and full professors) and also engaged in different levels of dissemination in their professional work. These 
experts reviewed the survey items and provided feedback about question wording and response options. 
Experts also conducted an item content validation for the proposed TBP scale; the preliminary items were 
presented in random order and, for each item, experts were asked to select the subscale that best aligned 
with each item. In addition, they were also asked to rate their certainty that the item belonged on the scale 
they selected and relevance to that construct.  
Feedback from pre-testing was used to revise the instrument, and a final version of the survey 
was created and is available for review in Appendix A. The final version of the online survey consisted of 
three main sections. The first section included participant demographic information including sex, age, 
number of years of experience in academia, current faculty rank (assistant, associate, or full professor), 
and positions held prior to becoming a researcher. In an effort to protect participant confidentiality and 
promote honest and accurate responding, efforts were made to remove any items that included potentially 
identifying information. 
In the second section of the survey, participants were asked to respond to questions about their 
dissemination practices. Before answering any questions about dissemination, participants were provided 
with a definition of dissemination as a framework to guide their responses to the survey questions. 
Participants were told their dissemination could include (a) both activities targeting research audiences 
and applied audiences (unless otherwise specified), (b) could include both the dissemination of their own 
research findings or dissemination information on best practices (i.e., not necessarily based on their own 
original research), and (c) both the time spent preparing dissemination products along with the actual 
presentation to stakeholders when considering how much time they spend on dissemination. This section 
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included several items asking participants to rank order their most frequently used dissemination 
practices, reasons to engage in dissemination, methods used to engage in dissemination, audiences 
targeted in dissemination activities, and perceived barriers to engaging in dissemination. Other items in 
this section also prompted participants to reflect on the 2017-2018 academic year (defined as August 1, 
2017 through July 31, 2018) and how frequently they engaged in different dissemination activities such as 
publishing peer reviewed articles, writing practitioner-oriented articles, presenting at conferences, 
conducting professional development trainings in schools, and use of social media.  
The third section of the survey focused on the contributions of TPB components (perceived 
behavioral control, subjective norms, and attitude toward behavior) to intention to engage in 
dissemination. To date, no scale exists evaluating these constructs in relation to research intention to 
engage in dissemination. Therefore, a scale was developed for use in the present study based on the 
theoretically derived aspects of intention proposed by the TPB original model (Ajzen, 1991) and guidance 
from Francis and colleagues (2004). The preliminary scale included 10 items and included two subscales 
(see “Scale Development” below).  
Scale development. To address research question 2 (To what extent does education researcher 
intent to engage in dissemination that targets non-research audiences explain self-reported actual 
engagement in dissemination activities targeting non-research audiences?), steps were taken to estimate 
researcher intent to disseminate and actual engagement in dissemination practices. First, an exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA) was used to analyze the preliminary TPB scale measuring intent to engage in 
dissemination developed for this study. Exploratory rather than confirmatory factor analysis was utilized 
as this scale was developed for this study; although the theoretical constructs of TPB included in the scale 
have been previously studied, they have not yet been examined with this particular set of items or in 
relation to engaging in dissemination. 
All EFA procedures were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 25. The exploratory 
factor analysis was conducted with principal axis factoring, and oblique Promax rotation was used as it is 
expected that the items and factors were likely correlated with each other (Bandaols & Finney, 2019). 
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Given that previous research and theory has outlined that there are three components of intent to engage 
in a behavior according TPB (perceived behavioral control, subjective norms, and attitude toward 
behavior), three factors were retained. However, the scree plot and Eigen values > 1 were also evaluated 
to provide guidance on how many factors to extract, and the EFA was also conducted with two and four 
factors to determine the best model fit. Both pattern and structure coefficients were analyzed to interpret 
factor loading. Cut-offs were set, so that an item demonstrated a loading of at least .40 according to the 
pattern coefficient was aligned with that factor. An item was considered cross-loaded with another factor 
if there was less than a .10 difference between its loading with one factor and another factor.  
For the EFA, only participant responses that were complete for the entire scale were retained (n = 
210). Responses with incomplete responses for the TPB scale were removed in an effort to fully evaluate 
how each of the items contributed to the construct of intent to disseminate, especially given that this 
construct has not yet been evaluated in this population. EFA procedures were also completed with the 
incomplete responses and yielded similar results across factor solutions. Statistics were evaluated to 
determine that the items were appropriate for factor analysis. Values of from the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.831) and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity [χ2(91) = 1481.70, p < .01] 
indicated that the items in the TPB scale were considered to be appropriate for factor analysis (Kaiser, 
1970, 1974). Table 3 presents the items included in the TPB scale and descriptive statistics for each item. 
Available estimates recommend limits for skew at 2.0 and a more liberal cut off of 7.0 for kurtosis; 
therefore, all items were retained at this point based on descriptive statistics (Bandalos & Finney, 2019). 
Table 4 presents Pearson correlations between items on the scale. As a majority of the items were 
correlated with each other, these items were deemed appropriate for factor analysis.  
Both three- and four-factor solutions were analyzed to determine best item fit and are presented in 
Table 5. An oblique Promax rotation accounted for 46% of variance in the three-factor solution and 49% 
of the variance in the four-factor solution. In both the three- and four-factor solutions, items developed to 
capture perceived behavioral control (items two through four) did not load together onto one factor; one 
item loaded onto a different factor, two items did not load onto any factors, and one cross-loaded with 
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another factor. Therefore, a two-factor solution was used to determine if the items that loaded onto the 
factors in the previous EFAs would load onto their own factors and other items would isolate and not load 
on any factors; this two-factor solution is also presented in Table 5. These results confirmed that a two-
factor solution isolated items associated with perceived behavioral control that had not previously loaded 
onto any factors. The two-factor solution accounted 42% of variance in the model.  
At this point, two of the perceived behavioral control items (two and four) were removed because 
they did not load onto either factor. In addition, another perceived behavioral control item (item three) 
was removed because of significant cross-loading between two factors. Then an EFA was conducted on 
the remaining 10 items with a two-factor solution, and these results are presented in Table 6. By removing 
these three items, the variance explained by the items increased to 50%. This was decided on as the best 
fit for several reasons. First, it eliminated items that did not align with either factor and left two remaining 
factors—Factor 1 with items aligned with subjective norms and Factor II with items associated with 
attitude toward dissemination. The remaining perceived behavior control item included in this analysis 
was factored with the attitudes toward dissemination items. In addition, the two-factor solution with 10 
items explained a nearly equal amount of variance as the four-factor solution with 13 items (49% versus 
50% of variance).  
Cronbach’s alpha was used to evaluate the internal consistency reliability of the two remaining 
factors. Reliability was acceptable for the subjective norms factor (ɑ = .83), attitudes toward 
dissemination factor (ɑ = .76), and the entire scale (ɑ = .81). Subscale scores were created by taking a 
mean of the items on the subjective norms (M = 4.48, SD = 1.17) and attitudes toward dissemination (M = 
5.79, SD = 0.88) scales. A total score for intent to disseminate was created using the mean of all items 
across both subscales (M = 5.18, SD = 0.83). The correlation between the two derived factors was .336. 
Procedures 
Survey data were collected using Qualtrics survey software. Potential participants were contacted 
via email (see Appendix B) in early October 2018 with information about study participation and a link to 
the survey. Upon clicking the link to enter the survey, participants reviewed an information sheet that 
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provided details about study participation (Appendix C) and proceeded to the survey if they were 
interested in participating. Potential participants who did not complete the survey after the initial email 
contact received weekly reminders to participate and were able to option of opt out of further requests if 
they did not want to participate (see Appendix D for reminder contact and Appendix E for recruitment 
contact schedule). 
Data Analysis Plan 
To address research question 1 (How often and in what modalities are education researchers 
engaging in dissemination that targets non-research audiences?), a majority of analyses were descriptive 
to determine the frequency of engagement in different dissemination activities, the most common target 
audiences, and most common modalities for dissemination. Descriptive statistics were also used to 
determine participants’ most common reasons for engaging in dissemination and perceived barriers to 
partaking in these activities.  
A series of regression analyses were conducted to evaluate the contributions of intent to engage 
and personal demographic factors to engagement in dissemination activities targeting non-research 
audiences. For the regression analyses, dependent variables were time spent on dissemination and number 
of dissemination activities during the 2017-2018 academic year. Time spent on dissemination which was 
estimated from an item asking participants to estimate the time spent on dissemination per week during 
the 2017-2018 academic year. Response options were collapsed into four categories—less than 1 hour a 
week (28.8% of the sample), one to two hours (30.1%), three to eight hours (25.7%), and nine or more 
hours a week (10.2%) dedicated to dissemination activities. The second dependent variable was an 
estimate of the number of dissemination activities participants were involved in during the 2017-2018 
academic year; this was a sum of the number of practitioner-oriented articles, conference presentations, 
and professional development sessions written or conducted during this time frame. Intent to disseminate 
was estimated using the results of the EFA (described above). Scores were created for each of the intent 
subscales derived from the EFA by calculated the mean of items loading onto each factor. In addition, a 
total intent score was calculated by calculating the mean of all items on the scale.  
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The first series of regression analyses sought to determine if intent to disseminate was predictive 
of time dedicated to dissemination and the number of dissemination activities during the 2017-2018 
academic year. The second series of regression analyses evaluated the relative contributions of intent and 
professional demographics on engagement in dissemination. For regression analyses predicting number of 
dissemination activities, negative binomial regression was used because the dependent variable was a 
count variable of the number activities. Both the Poisson and negative binomial models were compared, 
and the negative binomial regression model was a better fit to the data. For analyses predicting time spent 
on dissemination, cumulative ordinal logistic regression was utilized to determine if demographic 
variables or intent were predictive of time spent on dissemination.  
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CHAPTER III 
RESULTS 
Descriptive Analyses 
  Rank order items were used to assess reasons to engage in dissemination, dissemination activities 
most frequently utilized, dissemination activities with the greatest perceived impact on education practice, 
audiences targeted by dissemination, and perceived barriers to engaging in dissemination. The tables 
presenting data from these items include the number of participants that included the response option in 
their rank order (i.e., number of participants that ranked the response in their top three) along with the 
number of participants that selected that response option as their primary choice (i.e., number of 
participants that ranked that item as their primary response out of the three selected). 
Reasons to engage in dissemination. Table 7 presents primary reasons for engaging in 
dissemination. The top three reasons to engage in dissemination as reported by participants were to 
influence practice, raise awareness of findings, and promote understanding of science. Influencing 
educational practice was ranked in the top three reasons to disseminate by 87% of participants and 56% 
ranked this option as their primary reason to engage in dissemination. The second most common reason to 
engage in dissemination was to raise awareness of findings which was ranked by 58% of participants and 
rated as the primary reason by 16% of the sample. Promoting understanding of science was ranked by 
36% of participants and selected as the primary reason to disseminate by 11% of the sample. The lowest 
ranked reasons to engage in dissemination were to raise organizations’ profiles and to improve 
communication skills which were ranked by one and none of the respondents respectively. 
Dissemination activities and target audiences. Participants were asked to rank order the 
activities they most frequently utilize when engaging in dissemination; these results are presented in 
Table 8. The dissemination activity endorsed most frequently by respondents was academic journal 
articles with 90% of participants ranking this activity in their top three dissemination activities and 63% 
rating it as their most frequently used dissemination activity. Other dissemination activities reported to be 
frequently used by respondents included conference presentations (ranked by 81% of participants, rated as 
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primary dissemination activity by 15%) and seminars, workshops, and professional development sessions 
(ranked by 45% of respondents, rated as primary dissemination activity by 11%). Respondents’ least 
frequently utilized dissemination activities were media interviews, online videos, press releases, 
newsletters, blog posts, and infographics; all of these activities were ranked by 2% or fewer of the sample. 
For this item, participants were also asked to rank which one dissemination activity out of the three they 
selected they felt had the greatest impact on their career trajectory. A majority of participants (84%) 
selected peer reviewed journal articles as the activity with the greatest impact on their careers. All other 
activities were rated by five percent or fewer of respondents as having the greatest impact on career 
trajectory.  
In Table 9, results are displayed for participant reported target audiences for dissemination 
activities. Respondents reported most frequently targeting teachers (including both special and general 
education teachers) and other researchers for dissemination. Although more participants ranked teachers 
than researchers (83% versus 75%) in their top three target audiences, a greater number of participants 
ranked researchers as their primary target audience than teachers (46% versus 30%). Other audiences 
frequently targeted by respondents included administrators (ranked by 39%, rated as primary audience by 
7%) and student support personnel such as school psychologists, counselors, and social workers (ranked 
by 38%, rated as primary audience by 11%). The least frequently targeted audiences were community 
leaders, paraprofessionals, and child and family advocates. 
Activities with greatest perceived impact on practice. Along with reporting on the 
dissemination activities they most frequently utilized, participants were also asked to rank the 
dissemination activities with the greatest impact on educational practice. These results are presented in 
Table 10. The dissemination activity with the greatest perceived impact on practice was seminars, 
workshops, and professional development sessions which was ranked by 72% of respondents and rated as 
the activity with the greatest impact by 37%. Other activities with high perceived impact on practice were 
meetings with stakeholders (ranked by 61%, rated as activity with greatest impact by 29%) and 
practitioner-focused books or workbooks (ranked by 49%, rated as activity with greatest impact by 8%). 
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Activities that were believed by participants to have minimal impact on educational practice were 
infographics, research briefs, newsletters, blog posts, press releases, and reports to funders which were 
ranked by less than five percent of the sample.  
Barriers to engaging in dissemination. In Table 11, participant responses for perceived barriers 
to engaging in dissemination are presented. The most frequently endorsed barrier reported by respondents 
was time dedicated to dissemination which was ranked by 60% of the sample and rated as the primary 
barrier by 37%. Other frequently endorsed barriers cited were low priority for dissemination by 
researchers’ institutions (ranked by 40%, rated as primary barrier by 20%) and limited financial resources 
for dissemination (ranked by 30%, rated as primary barrier by seven percent). Seven percent of 
participants ranked the response option of “other” in their top three barriers and were asked to specify 
what barriers they experienced that did not fit into the response options. Other barriers reported included 
that practitioners do not value research findings, limited interest in social media as a dissemination tool, 
costs for practitioners to access articles or attend professional conferences, and lack of leadership in 
applied settings to support uptake of dissemination. Some of the least commonly ranked barriers were 
uncertainty related to what to disseminate and not including dissemination activities in study timelines 
which were ranked by less than six percent of participants.  
Dissemination Activities During the 2017-2018 Year 
 Time dedicated to dissemination. Table 12 presents the amount of time respondents reported 
engaging in dissemination during the 2017-2018 academic year. Participants estimated the amount of time 
they spent on dissemination activities targeting applied, non-research audiences per week during the 
2017-2018 academic year. Respondents were asked to consider both their time spent preparing 
dissemination products/activities and the actual presentation to stakeholders (if any) when answering this 
item. A majority of the sample reported spending less than two hours a week on dissemination focused on 
applied audiences, with 30.1% of respondents estimating that they dedicated less than one hour a week, 
and 31.48% reported that they spent one to two hours a week on dissemination. About 20% of 
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participants reported dedicating 10% or more of their time (or approximately 5 or more hours a week) to 
dissemination activities.  
Table 12 also presents the frequency of social media use for dissemination. Approximately half of 
the sample (53.81%) reported never using social media for dissemination during this time frame. Less 
than 10% of participants estimated that they used social media once a week or more often to disseminate 
research findings.  
 Number of dissemination activities. Table 13 includes the number of dissemination activities 
that participants engaged in during the 2017-2018 academic year. Participants were asked to report on the 
number of peer-reviewed and practitioner-oriented articles published along with the number of conference 
sessions and professional development workshops presented. Respondents were also asked to report on 
other ways the engaged with stakeholders outside of these four categories.  
 Journal articles. Ninety-seven percent of the sample reported publishing peer-reviewed journal 
articles during the 2017-2018 academic year with respondents reporting an average of 6.17 (SD = 3.26) 
articles published during this time frame. In terms of practitioner-oriented articles, 52 percent of 
respondents reported engaging in this activity, with an average of 1.97 articles (SD = 1.25) published 
during this year. Participants were also asked to report on the specific outlets they used to publish 
practice-focused articles; some of the most commonly reported outlets were Teaching Exceptional 
Children, Intervention in School and Clinic, and organizational newsletters. 
 Conference and professional development sessions. Ninety-three percent of respondents indicated 
that they participated in at least one conference session during the 2017-2018 academic year. Respondents 
reported engaging in an average of 4.71 conference sessions during this time frame (SD = 4.22). Readers 
should note that when responding to this item, participants were asked to only report on conference 
sessions they attended and were advised not to include any sessions for which they contributed to the 
presentation but did not actually attend the conference to the present. Respondents were also asked to 
report on the specific conferences they attended. Some of the most frequently attended conferences were 
the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) Annual Conference, the National Association of School 
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Psychologists annual conference, the American Educational Research Association (AERA), CEC 
Division conferences (such as the Teacher Education Division, Division of Early Childhood, the Division 
of Autism Spectrum Disorders and Developmental Disabilities, and Career Development and Transition).  
 Participants were also asked to report on engagement in seminars, professional development, and 
workshop sessions conducted for practitioners, excluding those sessions presented at national, regional, or 
local conferences. For the 2017-2018 academic year, 78% of participants reported providing professional 
development during this time frame, with an average of 5.03 sessions (SD = 4.89) over the course of the 
year.  
 Other dissemination activities. Participants were also asked to report on other interactions they 
may have had with stakeholders during the 2017-2018 academic year that may not fall into the categories 
of articles, conference sessions, or professional development trainings. The most common activity 
respondents reported participating in was meetings with stakeholders with 57% of participants reporting 
meeting with stakeholders which could include policy makers or administrators at the building, district, or 
state level. Respondents also reported engaging in coaching and/or consultation as a form of 
dissemination with 46% participants reporting that they engaged in one-time consultation and 44% 
engaged in ongoing coaching or consultation. Participants also reported engaging in task force initiatives 
at the state or national level (45%) or district level (32%). In addition, 23% of respondents participated in 
advocacy groups as a means of dissemination. 
Researcher perceptions of engagement in dissemination. Respondents were asked to reflect on 
the frequency of their engagement in dissemination activities targeting applied audiences and how this 
matched, exceeded, or fell short of their own expectations. These questions were rated on a five-point 
Likert scale ranging from far short of expectations to far exceeds expectations, and these responses are 
presented in Table 14. For frequency, the largest proportions of respondents indicated that their 
engagement in dissemination equals expectations (36.1%) or was short of expectations (35.6%). Few 
participants reported that their frequency of engagement in dissemination exceeds expectations (6.5%) or 
far exceeds expectations (0.9%). Researchers were also asked to rate their perceptions of the quality of 
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their engagement in dissemination and how this matched their own expectations. The largest portion of 
the sample (46.5% of respondents) indicated that the quality of their engagement equals expectations. An 
additional 8.8% and 1.4% of respondents reported that their quality exceeds or far exceeds their 
expectations. On the other hand, 27.9% of participants indicated that the quality of their dissemination 
was short of expectations, and 7.0% of respondents rated far short of expectations. 
Spearman’s rank-order correlations were used to evaluate the relationships between participants’ 
perceptions of quality and frequency of dissemination efforts and time spent on dissemination targeting 
applied audiences during the 2017-2018 academic year. There was a significant positive relationship 
between participants’ perceived frequency and quality of dissemination efforts (rs = .584, p < .01). There 
were also significant relationships between time spent on dissemination and perceptions of frequency (rs 
= .271, p < .01) and quality (rs = .205, p = < .01) of dissemination.  
In Table 15, descriptive statistics for each of the items included in the final TBP scale are 
presented. Participants generally expressed a positive attitude toward engaging in dissemination; a 
majority of the sample (75.47%) of respondents indicated they agree or strongly agree that dissemination 
is personally rewarding to them. In addition, approximately 80% of the sample indicated they agree or 
strongly agree that it is the researcher’s responsibility to disseminate to those in applied settings. 
Responses were less consistent for the subjective norms items. When asked about expectations from 
others, 35.18% of respondents indicated that they agree or strongly agree that there is an expectation that 
they engage in dissemination. Only 11.1% of the sample agree or strongly agree that they felt social 
pressure to engage in dissemination, but 31.95% selected agree or strongly agree when asked if other 
colleagues wanted them to engage in dissemination. 
Professional Characteristics and Dissemination  
We sought to evaluate relationships between professional characteristics and engagement in 
dissemination. In Table 16, cross-tab values for these dependent variables (time dedicated to 
dissemination and number of dissemination activities) intersected with professional demographic 
variables are presented. Significance values are also presented for between group comparisons. Because 
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time spent on dissemination was measured using an ordinal variable, the Mann-Whitney U test was used 
to evaluate difference between tenured and non-tenured faculty and those with and without applied 
experience, whereas the Kruskal-Wallis H test was used to evaluate differences in time dedicated to 
dissemination among the three faculty ranks. Differences in the number of dissemination activities 
between those with and without tenure status and applied experience were also assessed using the Mann-
Whitney U test and Kruskal-Wallis H tests. Nonparametric tests were used in lieu of an independent 
samples t-test or ANOVA because of the number of activities was not normally distributed, the presence 
of nonequivalent sample sizes between groups, and to account for the presence of outliers. Differences 
among groups on intent to disseminate were evaluated using one-way ANOVA. Given differences in 
samples sizes between groups, the Welch Test of Equality of Means test was used to reduce the likelihood 
of Type I error.  
Tenure. The number of dissemination activities and time dedicated to dissemination during the 
2017-2018 academic was compared for those participants in positions typically associated with tenure and 
those without. The Mann-Whitney U test was used evaluate differences between groups. The distributions 
of time dedicated to dissemination were not similar between groups, as determined by visual inspection; 
therefore, the differences in the distributions between the two groups—rather than median scores—were 
compared. There were no significant differences in the number of hours dedicated to dissemination during 
the 2017-2018 academic year for those in positions associated with tenure (mean rank = 112.71) and 
those not associated with tenure (mean rank = 95.56, U = 4066.5, z = -1.94, p = .052). There were also no 
significant differences in the number of dissemination activities during the 2017-2018 school years 
between those in tenured positions (mean rank = 116.27).  and those not (mean rank = 104.04, U = 
4663.5, z = -1.31, p = .191). No significant differences were observed between groups on intent to engage 
in dissemination [F (1, 214) = .19, p = .663].  
Faculty rank. Analyses were also conducted to evaluate if there were differences among faculty 
ranks for engagement in dissemination. Kruskal-Wallis H tests were used to determine if there were 
significant differences between groups. Results indicate that the mean rank of time dedicated to 
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dissemination was not significantly different among the three groups [χ2 (2) = 4.54, p = .103]. There was 
not a significant difference in assistant, associate, and full professors on number of dissemination 
activities during the 2017-2018 academic year [χ2 (2) = 2.08, p = .354]. No significant differences were 
observed between faculty ranks on intent to disseminate [F (2, 210) = .235, p = .791].  
Applied experience. The Mann Whitney U test was used to compare differences in engagement 
with dissemination during the 2017-2018 academic year for researchers with and without previous 
experience in applied settings. The distributions of time dedicated to dissemination for those with and 
without previous experience were not similar, as assessed by visual analysis; therefore, the distributions 
between the two groups were again compared rather than the medians. Time spent on dissemination for 
those with applied experience (mean rank = 111.7) was significantly higher than those without applied 
experience (mean rank = 90.79, U = 2, 958, z = -2.07, p = .03).  However, for the number of 
dissemination activities the difference between those with (mean rank = 116.72) and without applied 
experience did not reach significance (mean rank = 96.18, U = 3343.5, z = -1.92, p = .055). There were no 
significant differences between the two groups on intent to disseminate [F (1, 214) = 1.87, p = .177]. 
Regression Analyses 
Relationships between intent to disseminate and actual dissemination. Regression analyses 
were used to determine if intent to disseminate (as measured by the TPB scale) was predictive of 
engagement in dissemination—defined as (a) the number of dissemination activities and (b) time 
dedicated to dissemination per week during the 2017-2018 academic year. Negative binomial regression 
was used for analyses predicting number of dissemination activities. For analyses predicting hours per 
week spent on dissemination, cumulative ordinal logistic regression was used given that time dedicated to 
dissemination was measured using an ordinal response option. 
 Predicting number of dissemination activities. When using intent to predict the number of 
dissemination activities, the overall model was significant, indicating that the total intent score was 
predictive of the number of dissemination activities produced. A higher rating on the intent scale was 
associated with an increased odds ratio of 1.75 (95% CI: 1.16-1.63) of a greater number of dissemination 
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activities produced [Wald χ2 (1) = 13.56, p = < .0005]. These analyses were then repeated to determine if 
the TBP intent subscales to compare their ability to predict the number of dissemination activities as 
compared to the total intent scale. The attitudes toward dissemination subscale was also significantly 
predictive of the number of dissemination activities. An increased rating of attitudes toward dissemination 
was associated with an increased odds ratio of 1.39 (95% CI: 1.18 – 1.64) of a greater number of 
dissemination activities during the 2017-2018 academic year [Wald χ2 (1) = 15.45, p = < .0005]. 
However, the subjective norms subscale was not significantly predictive of the number of dissemination 
activities produced [Wald χ2 (1) = 3.34, p = .067]. 
Predicting time spent on dissemination. Prior to conducting this ordinal logistic regression, 
analyses were utilized to ensure the data were appropriate for this analysis and that no assumptions of 
logistic regression procedures were violated. The assumption of proportional odds was met, which was 
evaluated using a full likelihood test comparing the fit of the proportional odds location model to a model 
with varying location parameter [χ2 (2) = 1.52, p = .468]. The overall model fit was assessed using three 
different tests. Both the Deviance [χ2 (116) = 126.38, p = .24] and Pearson [χ2 (116) = 132.01, p = .147] 
tests indicated that the model was a good fit for the observed data. However, goodness-of-fit metrics 
should be interpreted with caution given that 38% of cells had values with zero frequencies (given that 
there was a continuous independent variable in the model, there were many values that were not 
represented in the data). In addition, the likelihood-ratio test was also conducted and indicated that the 
model was more predictive of time dedicated to dissemination than the intercept-only model [χ2 (1) = 
20.85, p < .0005]. The total intent score was significantly predictive of time spent on dissemination. 
Greater intent to disseminate were associated with an increased odds ratio of 2.07 (95% Confidence 
Interval [CI] 1.51 to 2.85) of reporting more time spent on dissemination [Wald χ2 (1) = 20.27, p = < 
.0005].  
This analysis was repeated with subjective norms and attitudes toward dissemination as predictors 
to determine if these subscales of total intent were more or less predictive of time dedicated to 
dissemination than the entire intent scale. For the attitude toward dissemination subscale, the assumption 
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of proportional odds was met [χ2 (2) = 1.33, p = .515], and Deviance Goodness-of-Fit tests indicated that 
the data were a good fit to the model [χ2 (56) = 64.32, p = .206]. On the other hand, Pearson Goodness-of-
Fit tests indicated that the model with attitudes toward dissemination as a predictor was not a good fit for 
the observed data [χ2 (56) = 94.67, p = .001]. However, given that 28.7% of cells were missing values, the 
goodness-of-fit metrics may not be valid, and the rest of the model fit and parameter estimates were 
interpreted. The attitude toward dissemination scale was significantly predictive of time spent on 
dissemination with the likelihood-ration test indicating that the model was more predictive than the 
intercept-only model [χ2 (1) = 19.48, p < .0005]. A higher or more positive attitude toward dissemination 
was associated with an increased odds ratio of 2.09 (95% CI: 1.50 - 2.93) of reporting greater amount of 
time dedicated to dissemination [Wald χ2 (1) = 18.70, p < .0005]. Again, these should be interpreted with 
caution since approximately a third of cells were missing values and the Pearson Goodness-of-Fit test was 
significant (indicating not a good fit to the observed data).  
The ordinal logistic was again repeated, this time using the subjective norms subscale used as a 
predictor of time dedicated to dissemination. Again, the assumption of proportional odds was met [χ2 (2) 
= 2.83, p = .243], and Deviance Goodness-of-Fit Test indicated that the model was a good fit to the 
available data [χ2 (83) = 87.03, p = .36]. However, the Pearson test indicated that the data was not a good 
fit to the observed data [χ2 (83) = 104.86, p = .05]. Given that there were a large number of cells with zero 
frequencies (29.3%), the goodness-of-fit metrics may be interpreted with caution, and therefore the main 
effects and parameter estimates were interpreted. The likelihood-ratio test indicated that the subjective 
norms subscale was predictive of time dedicated to dissemination over and above the intercept-only 
model [χ2 (1) = 11.75, p = .001]. A higher subjective norms rating was associated with an increased odds 
ratio of 1.47 (95% CI 1.18 to 1.82) of self-reported time dedicated to dissemination [Wald χ2 (1) = 11.78, 
p = .001]. Given that the total scale was associated with a similar odds ratio without violating assumptions 
of goodness-of-fit, the total intent score was used in lieu of separate subjective norms and attitude scales 
in further analyses.  
40 
 
Relationships between professional characteristics, intent, and engagement in 
dissemination. A second set of analyses was conducted to determine the relative contributions of intent 
and demographic factors on engagement in dissemination on both time dedicated to dissemination and the 
number of dissemination activities produced in the 2017-2018 academic year. In Table 17, a correlation 
matrix of variables that were considered for inclusion is presented. Given the large amount of correlation 
between age, faculty rank, and years of research experience, only faculty rank was entered into the 
regression model to avoid issues of multicollinearity.   
Predicting number of dissemination activities. Results of the negative binomial regression 
predicting the number of dissemination activities or products produced in the 2017-2018 year are 
presented in Table 18, Predictors in this model were the overall intent score, gender, faculty rank, and 
applied experience. The total model was predictive of the number of dissemination activities produced 
during the 2017-2018 year [Likelihood ratio χ2 (5) = 18.48, p = .002]. When evaluating individual 
parameters, the total intent score was again a significant predictor of the number of dissemination 
activities. However, none of the demographic variables entered offered any further predictive value above 
the contribution of intent to disseminate.  
Predicting time spent on dissemination. A second regression analysis was conducted to determine 
the contributions of demographic factors and intent to time spent on dissemination; these results are also 
presented in Table 17. Collinearity statistics of Tolerance and the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) were 
used to evaluate if there were any issues with multicollinearity of predictors. Independent variables did 
not demonstrate significant collinearity with each other (tolerance < .10, VIF < 10). The results of this 
analysis are also presented in Table 16. The total model was significant compared to the intercept only 
model [χ2 (5) = 26.66, p < .0005]. However, interpretation of parameter estimates indicated that only 
intent to disseminate was significantly predictive of time dedicated to dissemination. None of the 
demographic variables were significant predictors of time spent on dissemination in this model.  
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CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION 
 The purpose of the present study was to explore education researchers’ dissemination practices 
including most frequently used dissemination activities, primary target audiences, reasons to engage and 
barriers to engaging in dissemination. In addition, this study also sought to understand researchers’ intent 
to disseminate and how factors related to intent—including attitudes toward dissemination—were 
associated with engagement in dissemination. Overall, results indicate that researchers’ largely value 
dissemination and consider it an important part of the research process. Very few researchers reported that 
they did not conceptualize dissemination as part of their role. In contrast, over 80% of the sample 
responded that they believed it was their obligation and responsibility to disseminate findings to those 
working in applied settings. In addition, over 75% of the sample indicated that they find engaging in 
dissemination personally rewarding and over 70% felt that dissemination can have an impact on practice.  
Despite recognizing the value and importance of dissemination, a majority of respondents 
reported limited engagement in dissemination targeting those in applied settings. Approximately 60% of 
the sample reported that they spent two hours a week or less on dissemination targeting applied, non-
research audiences—with about 30% of this group dedicating less than an hour a week. Over 75% of the 
sample spent four or fewer hours a week—or less than 10% of their time on dissemination activities 
targeting applied audiences. This level of engagement is similar to previous studies investigating public 
health researchers’ engagement in dissemination; Wilson et al. (2010) noted that about 66% of their 
sample and Brownson et al. (2013) with about 73% indicating that they spent 10% or less of their time on 
dissemination. In line with this finding, only about half of participants in the present sample reported 
writing practitioner-oriented articles or briefs during the 2017-2018 academic year.  
Understanding Researcher Dissemination Habits  
Frequently used dissemination activities.  Results from the present study confirmed prior 
anecdotal accounts that researchers’ most frequently used dissemination activities are likely peer-
reviewed journal articles and conference presentations (Cook, Cook, & Landrum, 2013). The present 
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results—not surprisingly—confirm that these were indeed the most frequently used dissemination tactics 
used by participants in this sample. Overwhelmingly, participants rated these two activities as their 
primary dissemination activities, with nearly 90% of the sample ranking journal articles and 80% ranking 
conference presentations in their top three most frequently used dissemination activities. In addition, 
results indicated that respondents more often targeted other researchers rather than those in applied 
settings when engaging in dissemination. When asked to rank their target audiences for dissemination, 
over 45% of the sample selected other researchers as their primary audiences. Although a greater 
proportion of respondents ranked teachers than other researchers in their top three choices, a greater 
percentage of respondents ranked researchers rather than teachers as their primary target audience in their 
ranking. 
Researchers were also asked to rank order dissemination activities in terms of which they felt had 
the greatest impact on practice. Results indicated that activities with the greatest perceived impact on 
dissemination were (a) seminars, workshops, or professional development sessions; (b) practitioner-
oriented books; and (c) meetings with stakeholders. Limited overlap occurred between respondents’ 
perceptions of what dissemination modalities have an impact on practice and previous research on what 
resources school-based providers used to find EBP. One study found evidence that school staff reference 
knowledge and materials from professional development or workshops when seeking resources for their 
practice (Williams & Cole, 2007). However, evidence from previous studies has not established that 
books or workbooks are frequently accessed by stakeholders as a resource. In addition, available literature 
suggests that school staff may rely on consultation or discussion with colleagues to find information about 
EBP (Behrstock et al., 2009; Williams & Coles, 2007); however, this is likely not the same type of 
consultation as researchers meeting with stakeholders such as administrators or district leadership to share 
results and information about EBP. In addition, the literature base on sources that school staff frequently 
access include YouTube and online videos (Hunter & Hall, 2018; Lysenko et al., 2014) websites 
(Behrstock et al., 2009; Lysenko et al., 2014), mass media and online newspapers (Hunter & Hall; 
Lysenko et al., 2014; Williams & Cole, 2007), and social media (Hunter & Hall, 2018) are resources to 
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aid in practice. Despite evidence supporting their popularity among practitioners, these modalities were 
not reported by the current sample as having the greatest impact on practice. When answering this item, it 
may be that respondents interpreted ‘greatest impact’ based on the quality of the dissemination products 
rather than just what is most frequently accessed by school staff. However, this indicates that researchers 
may need further training and guidance on what modalities educators and other school staff use to access 
information, including how to appropriately align their plans for dissemination.   
In addition, responses to what activities have the greatest impact on practice were generally in 
stark contrast to the dissemination activities that participants reported using most frequently. In other 
words, there was limited overlap between what dissemination activities participants reported most 
frequently engaged in versus what activities they felt had the greatest impact on educational practice. 
Although participants considered practitioner-oriented books and meetings with stakeholders to have 
some of the greatest impact, only 14% of the sample ranked practitioner-oriented books and 22% included 
meetings with stakeholders in their top three most frequently utilized dissemination activities. When 
asked to rank the reasons to engage in dissemination, respondents overwhelmingly indicated their purpose 
in engaging in dissemination is to influence practice. However, results indicate that despite seeking to 
influence practice, participants reported engaging in few activities that they perceive as having significant 
impact on education practice.  Reported low engagement in perceived impactful activities represents a 
mismatch between where respondents think they will have the greatest impact and where they are 
spending most of their efforts in terms of dissemination targeting applied audiences. In summary, 
participants appear to understand that they are most frequently utilizing practices that do not have greatest 
impact on practice, but barriers exist that prevent them from dedicating resources to activities that may 
have gain greater traction with those in applied settings. 
When examining between respondents’ most frequently used dissemination activities and the 
activities they felt had the greatest impact on dissemination, there was limited overlap. However, 
professional development sessions, workshops, and seminars were an exception. Professional 
development sessions were rated as the third most frequently utilized dissemination activities by 
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respondents (although it was a distant third behind conference sessions and journal articles) and were the 
activity that participants felt had the greatest impact on educational practice. This finding presents a 
potential area of for further examination, given that previous research provides evidence that teachers and 
other school-based staff may utilize resources from professional development and in-service training as a 
source when looking for information about EBP (Williams & Coles, 2007). Respondents did not provide 
further detail about the nature of the professional development, and it is not possible to discern if the 
professional development provided is one-time in-service training or ongoing training and/or coaching. 
Participants cited time as a major barrier to dissemination, so it may be that these may be one-time 
trainings as researchers may not have time to dedicate to follow-ups and sustained coaching. Given that 
there is limited evidence supporting the effectiveness of one-time stand and deliver professional 
development or in-service trainings (Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon, & Birman, 2002; Yoon, Duncan, 
Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007), the impact of these dissemination activities may be limited if 
participants are indeed engaging in primarily one-time trainings. However, further research is needed to 
understand how education researchers approach providing professional development training in schools.  
Barriers to dissemination engagement. Participants indicated that the most significant barrier to 
engaging in dissemination was lack of time to dedicate to dissemination, with 60% ranking time as one of 
their top three barriers. Another substantial barrier reported by respondents was that dissemination 
activities were not a priority for their university or institution, with over 40% of the sample ranking this 
option in their top three barriers. Even though participants largely valued dissemination and felt it is their 
responsibility to disseminate their work to applied settings, they reported that dissemination targeting 
applied audiences is not a priority for their institutions. It appears that time and institutional values play a 
major role in how researchers structure their time related to dissemination. With limited time as a barrier, 
it appears that researchers need to prioritize their approaches to dissemination, and these priorities need to 
align with what is valued by the institution and associated promotion and tenure systems.  
Reflecting on tension between the dissemination activities most frequently used versus what is 
most impactful for practice discussed above, institutional values likely also play a role. Respondents were 
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asked to select which one dissemination activity has the single most impact on career trajectory, and over 
80% of the sample selected peer-reviewed journal articles. However, only about half of the sample 
indicated that they agree or strongly agree that engaging in dissemination targeting applied audiences was 
beneficial for their careers. Therefore, although researchers recognize that other activities may have 
greater impact, other activities with greater impact on career trajectory, promotion, and tenure 
(specifically journal articles and conference presentations) are of greater focus. As one respondent noted, 
“I tend to focus most of my efforts to disseminating my research to scholarly outlets. Not because I think 
it's the best place for the target audience to find my findings, but rather because my institution rewards 
those who primarily publish in peer-reviewed journals. They may say that they want us to have a 
partnership with the local community, but in the end, they promote faculty based on publications...not 
service.” Given the pressure on those in academia to publish to achieve promotion and tenure milestones, 
it is not surprising that researchers are dedicating a greater amount of their time and resources to activities 
that are rewarded by institutions. This discrepancy is aligned with Hoover’s (2018) review of barriers to 
getting research findings into policy and practice, which cites “misaligned incentives, including 
institutional reinforcement for academic scholarship that fails to reach practitioners and policy makers” 
(p. 192). Although researchers recognize the value and importance of engaging in dissemination beyond 
‘traditional’ means in journal articles and conference sessions (Cook & Cook, 2013), these dissemination 
efforts do not appear to be valued, reinforced, or rewarded by many institutions.  
Intent to Disseminate  
The second research question evaluated researcher intent to disseminate; in other words, we 
sought to determine if there was a connection between how much researchers value or think 
dissemination is important and their actual engagement with dissemination. Although the perceived 
behavioral control items were not supported as a unified construct, items representing the other two 
components of intent did load together to create two different subscales. The results of the EFA indicated 
that five items loaded onto a subjective norms subscale and five items onto an attitude toward 
dissemination subscale, and the two subscales and the overall scale demonstrated adequate internal 
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consistency reliability. Because the results of the EFA did not support the development of a perceived 
behavioral control scale, the present analyses were unfortunately not able to evaluate the relative 
contributions of each of the intent factors to actual engagement in dissemination.  
Both the overall intent score and the two intent subscales were significantly correlated with both 
the number of dissemination activities and time dedicated to dissemination per week during the 2017-
2018 academic year. Intent to disseminate also significantly predicted engagement in dissemination in 
regression analyses. In analyses predicting the number of dissemination activities, the contributions of 
each of the intention factors and the overall intent score were able to be assessed. Results indicated that 
attitude toward dissemination was significantly predictive of the number of dissemination activities 
produced but subjective norms was not. Unfortunately, evaluating the contributions of the intent subscales 
on time spent on dissemination violated goodness-of-fit assumptions of ordinal logistic regression, and 
therefore these analyses are not considered valid for interpretation.   
Professional Characteristics and Dissemination 
The final research question was to determine if any professional demographic characteristics were 
associated with engagement in dissemination. Faculty rank, experience, and promotion status were 
explored in relation to participation in dissemination. In open-ended responses, some participants wrote 
that their focus was on publishing to achieve promotion and tenure but once they achieved this milestone 
their focuses could shift to dissemination. For example, one participant wrote, “I’m an assistant professor. 
I need to publish. My answers and time spent in these activities will change when/if I get tenure.” In other 
words, assistant professors do not feel they have time for dissemination targeting applied audiences at this 
point in their careers, but there is more time for that down the line. However, the present results 
surprisingly did not support a relationship in which faculty with higher rank or tenure engage in a great 
amount of dissemination. We did not find significant difference between respondents with and without 
tenure on either time dedicated to dissemination or the number of dissemination activities for the 2017-
2018 academic year. In addition, faculty rank was not a significant predictor of engagement in 
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dissemination in this sample with no significant differences between assistant, associate, and full 
professors on engagement in dissemination.   
As noted previously, current results support that the participants largely felt that institutional lack 
of value of dissemination was a barrier to dissemination targeting applied audiences. However, results did 
not support that researchers of a higher rank are better able to participate in dissemination to non-research 
audiences after they reach promotion and tenure milestones valued by their institutions. The present study 
was a cross-sectional design rather than longitudinal; therefore, assumptions cannot be made about how 
researchers’ change their approaches to dissemination over time. However, the notion that full or 
associate and full professors engage in higher levels of dissemination than assistant professors was not 
supported in this sample. In addition, there were no difference in intent to dissemination between faculty 
ranks or between those with and without tenure. 
 Another area of interest was previous experience in applied settings and if this experience was 
associated with engagement in dissemination. A large majority of the sample (approximately 75%) had 
previously experience working in schools or other applied settings. Of those with previous experience, a 
majority had experience as general or special education teachers; however, about a third of respondents 
had experience in multiple applied positions before pursing research. Previous experience was the only 
professional characteristic that demonstrated a significant association with engagement in dissemination; 
those with applied experience dedicated a significantly more time to dissemination focused on non-
research audiences than those without applied experience. For example, about 22% of those with applied 
experience spent three to eight hours a week on dissemination whereas only 5% of those without such 
applied experience dedicated that amount of time to dissemination. Although the difference in time spent 
on dissemination differed significantly between those with and without applied experience, the difference 
between the two groups on the number of dissemination activities produced during the 2017-2018 
academic year only approached significance. This finding is consistent with previous research evaluating 
dissemination in public health research. Tabak and colleagues (2014) found that researchers with previous 
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experience in applied settings were more likely to self-report their dissemination efforts as “excellent” or 
“good” rather than “poor” or “adequate.”  
 In sum, intent showed a much greater impact on dissemination than professional characteristics in 
the current sample. These results are encouraging when conceptualizing the role of dissemination in 
understanding RPG. Although we cannot change researcher demographics such as faculty rank and years 
of experience, it is possible to modify intent to engage with applied audiences. Malleability in intent to 
engage in dissemination could change practices to promote uptake and adoption of EBP in applied 
settings. However, it appears that many researchers in this sample felt that their dissemination practices 
would change as they achieved promotion and tenure, but results do not support greater engagement in 
dissemination in those of higher faculty ranks. It may be that researchers want to change their 
dissemination practices, but if they engage in low rates of engagement in dissemination as assistant 
professors this behavior becomes a habit and is less flexible to change over time. Therefore, future work 
may be needed to determine how to best approach behavior change related to dissemination across faculty 
ranks.  
Perceptions of dissemination 
Frequency of dissemination. Respondents were relatively split regarding their frequency of 
engagement in dissemination targeting applied audiences as exceeding or falling short of their own 
expectations. For frequency of engagement in dissemination, 43.5% of respondents reported that their 
time spent on dissemination equaled or exceeded their own expectations, whereas 49% indicated that their 
time spent fell “short” of “far short of” their own expectations. These responses can be contrasted with 
participant-reported time dedicated to dissemination; researchers reported limited time spent on 
dissemination activities with approximately 60% of the sample spending two hours a week or less on 
dissemination targeting applied audiences. Therefore, tension appears between how frequently researchers 
engage in dissemination and if that level of engagement is appropriate. While engaging in dissemination 
focused on non-research audiences infrequently, researchers are split over if this amount of time 
dedicated to dissemination is appropriate (i.e., a little less than half of the sample that reports that their 
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time spent equals or exceeds their expectations) or if they should be dedicating more time (i.e., the other 
half of the sample that indicated that time spent fell short of expectations). In other words, it seems that 
some researchers in the sample felt that this low level of engagement was appropriate—potentially in the 
context of time constraints or other demands—whereas the other half of the sample felt that they should 
be dedicating more time to dissemination. 
Quality of dissemination. Although the primary focus of this study was the quantity of 
engagement in dissemination, items also were included to assess quality of dissemination efforts focused 
on applied audiences. Respondents were seemingly split over their perceptions of the quality of their 
dissemination. Approximately 57% of the sample reported that they felt that the quality of their 
dissemination targeting non-research audiences equaled or exceeded their expectations. However, 43% of 
respondents indicated that they perceived that the quality of their dissemination was short or far short of 
expectations, suggesting that nearly half of the sample had concerns about the quality of their 
dissemination efforts. This finding is also aligned with participant-endorsed barriers to engaging in 
dissemination including “uncertain how to best disseminate beyond professional conferences and 
publications” and “limited understanding about how to disseminate findings to non-research audiences.” 
In addition, only about half of the sample endorsed that they felt “confident in their ability to engage in 
effective dissemination.” These results suggest that education researchers may not be confident in their 
ability to disseminate their findings, and that they question the quality of the products that they do 
generate. This finding highlights the potential need for training related to what to disseminate and how to 
engage in dissemination that will promote uptake and adoption by school-based providers. Therefore, 
future research should seek to evaluate the impact of such training on the quality of researchers’ 
dissemination efforts. In addition, conducting systematic evaluations of the quality of dissemination 
products may also be an additional area of inquiry.  
Future Directions and Limitations 
 In addition to further investigation of quality of researcher dissemination efforts, several other 
potential areas of inquiry should be explored as related to understanding dissemination of education 
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research. In addition, in open-ended responses, some respondents reported that administrative roles and 
tasks were a barrier to engagement in dissemination. However, survey items in this study did not 
specifically address administrative tasks and how those responsibilities affect engagement in 
dissemination. Future research investigating researcher dissemination activities should consider 
specifically evaluating the role of administrative tasks.  
Although this study provides a novel investigation of dissemination and RPG in education, limitations 
must be acknowledged. First, there may have been a self-selection bias in that those who respond to the 
survey may significantly differ from those who do not participate. It may be that those who responded to 
a request to participate in a survey about dissemination are more likely to engage in dissemination 
targeting those in applied settings than those who did not respond. There may also have been a positivity 
bias, in which participants did not feel comfortable saying that they did not value or want to engage in 
dissemination. However, attempts were made to avoid use of items that collected identifying information, 
and participants were told that their responses would not be linked to any identifying information to 
improve accuracy and honesty in responding.  
Another limitation is that measurement of engagement in dissemination relied on primarily on 
participant self-report, which could bias responses. Future research should seek to include more objective 
measures of dissemination activity, such as vita reviews to confirm or provide a more objective 
examination the number of dissemination activities. In addition, the outcome variables used to evaluate 
researchers’ level of engagement in dissemination such as the number of dissemination activities during 
the 2017-2018 year may not be the best metric to measure engagement. However, in the absence of other 
research documenting how to quantify engagement in dissemination, a sum of dissemination activities 
offers a first step in understanding how to measure this construct. Future research should evaluate other 
ways to conceptualize and measure engagement in dissemination and impact of dissemination efforts.  
There are also limits to the generalizability of the study findings. Many items were focused on 
dissemination activities that occurred during the 2017-2018 academic year. The decision was made to 
restrict items to this time frame because it was assumed that respondents may be able to report more 
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accurately their dissemination practices for a specific time frame rather than generally reflect on 
approaches to dissemination throughout their entire career. A limitation of this approach is that these 
findings may not generalize more globally outside of the 2017-2018 year. There may have been 
circumstances that limited researchers’ involvement in dissemination during the specific time frame such 
as maternity leave, medical leave, sabbatical, etc.; for example, one participant noted that she was on a 
leave of absence during the 2017-2018 year, so this was not a typical year in terms of productivity. 
Finally, this study evaluated dissemination in a specific subpopulation of researchers. Since this sample 
only included special education and school psychology researchers, these findings may not generalize 
beyond these specific subpopulations to education research as a whole. However, the survey items used in 
the present study were not specific to the kind of research the participants’ conducted; therefore, the 
potential exists to replicate the survey in other groups of education researchers to determine if similar 
patterns of engagement in dissemination are found.  
Another limitation is that this study only evaluated one small portion of dissemination and 
implementation processes in education which are extremely complex and are impacted by many factors. 
For example, this study did not take into account ‘change agents’ or ‘brokers’ as intermediaries in the 
dissemination process that may act as a link between researchers and applied audiences, such as those 
defined in Diffusions of Innovation theory (Neal et al., 2015; Nilsen, 2015; Rogers, 2003). As Lieberman 
(2012) notes there are distinct roles in dissemination and adoption of EBP—the researcher and the 
practitioner. However, there may also be a need for a ‘translator’ between research and/or theory and 
practice; “It seemed… that there was a role here for a ‘translator’: someone who was excited about 
concepts who although excited about concepts, big explanatory ideas, and small mini-theories, also had 
the ‘head’ of a teacher or principal was comfortable with the ambiguity and messiness of schools.” 
(Lieberman, 2012, p. 6). In many conceptual models, the role of the researcher as the disseminator is to be 
both the researcher and the translator. However, there are many constraints that either prevent researchers 
from taking on this second role or affect their ability to play this second role effectively (see concerns 
related to quality of dissemination above). As one participant wrote, “I consider dissemination an 
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important but separate (from research) and a high-level set of skills. Much as research teams increasingly 
include a methodologist to ensure that analyses are conducted appropriately, I think we should include an 
expert, trained dissemination specialist. Researchers can't be expected to be experts in everything.” It may 
be that creating partnerships between researchers and intermediaries could reduce the demand on 
researchers to play both the role of the developer of EBP and the translator of EBP. Using change agents 
as the “experts” to translate and help disseminate practices could be an important piece of improving RPG 
in education. 
An important future direction for research is to evaluate the relationships between researchers and 
change agents, such as non-profit organizations or other groups that are providing professional 
development, training, or coaching to schools but are not engaging in their own original research. These 
connections may be an important area of study given that many researchers cited lack of time as a major 
barrier to engaging in dissemination. Developing partnerships may allow researchers to provide technical 
assistance and expertise to these agents without having to shoulder the entire burden of resources needed 
for the dissemination process including developing materials, synthesizing literature, and dedicating time 
to presenting the information to stakeholders.  
Conclusion 
 In sum, the goal of the present study was to explore researchers’ dissemination practices targeting 
applied audiences including understanding the most frequently used dissemination modalities, evaluating 
intent to dissemination, and examining the relationships between professional characteristics and 
engagement in dissemination. Results indicate that although participants valued and recognized the 
importance of dissemination, they reported dedicating limited time to dissemination targeting non-
research audiences. In addition, the activities respondents reported using most frequently were not aligned 
with those that they felt had the greatest impact on practice. Barriers to dissemination targeting non-
research audiences were limited time to dedicate to dissemination and that dissemination is a low priority 
for universities and institutions. It appears that with limited time and resources, researchers in this same 
are focused on what is a priority for promotion and tenure in their institutions—journal articles and 
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conference presentations. With the exception of previous experience in applied settings, professional 
characteristics were largely not associated with engagement in dissemination. On the other hand, intent to 
disseminate was predictive of and associated with engagement in dissemination targeting applied 
audiences. This finding is encouraging in terms of future directions in alleviating the research to practice 
gap, given that intent to disseminate may be more flexible to change than professional demographic 
characteristics. Future research directions include further examination of quality of dissemination efforts 
targeting non-research audiences, expansion to understand dissemination practices of other education-
related disciplines, and understanding the role of change agents or brokers in the dissemination process.  
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Table 1  
Participant Demographics 
 
  n (%) or M (SD) 
Sex  
   Male 82 (36.3%) 
   Female 141 (62.11%) 
   Other/prefer not to answer 3 (1.33%) 
Age 47.47 (11.28) 
Faculty Position  
   Professor 80 (35.4%) 
   Associate Professor 77 (34.1%) 
   Assistant Professor 66 (29.2%) 
   Other  3 (1.33%) 
Years in Education Research  14.89 (10.38) 
Held applied position before becoming a researcher 174 (76.99%) 
   Teacher 129 (74.13%) 
   School counselor, psychologist, or social worker 52 (29.89%) 
   Other 19 (10.92%) 
   Building or district administrator 16 (9.2%) 
   Paraprofessional or educational assistant 4 (2.3%) 
   Multiple positions 37 (20.69%) 
Years in Applied Setting(s) 5.94 (3.88) 
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Table 2  
Population and Sample Comparisons 
  Sample Population 
Sex (% Male) 81 (36.3%) 227 (35.5%) 
Faculty Position   
   Professor 76 (34.1%) 251 (39.2%) 
   Associate Professor 68 (30.5%) 196 (30.6%) 
   Assistant Professor 79 (35.4%) 193 (30.2%) 
Specialized Area   
   Special Education 152 (68.2%) 435 (68%) 
   School Psychology 71 (31.8%) 204 (32%) 
Public University 199 (89.2%) 575 (89.8%) 
Region   
   Northeast 39 (17.5%) 116 (18.1%) 
   Southeast 61 (27.4%) 209 (32.7%) 
   Southwest 22 (9.9%) 65 (10.2%) 
   Midwest 60 (26.9%) 153 (27.5%) 
   West 41 (18.4%) 97 (15.1%) 
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Table 3 
 
Descriptive Statistics for TBP Scale Items      
 M SD Skew Kurtosis 
Subjective Norms 4.57 1.17 -- -- 
5. There is an expectation that I engage in dissemination. 4.76 1.53 -0.38 -0.65 
6. I feel social pressure to engage in dissemination. 3.37 1.54 0.41 -0.66 
7. Other colleagues want me to engage in dissemination. 4.63 1.44 -0.30 -0.40 
8. Leadership at my institution want me to engage in 
dissemination. 4.95 1.50 -0.56 -0.36 
10. Engaging in dissemination is beneficial to my career. 5.29 1.41 -0.86 0.41 
Attitude Toward Dissemination 5.79 0.88   
1. I am confident in my ability to engage in effective 
dissemination. 5.26 1.40 -0.88 0.39 
9. I find engaging in dissemination personally rewarding. 5.84 1.27 -1.65 2.99 
11. Engaging in dissemination is in line with my career goals.  5.85 1.28 -1.70 3.35 
12. It is an obligation of researchers to disseminate their 
research to those working in applied settings. 6.04 1.12 -1.65 3.20 
13. Engaging in dissemination can make an impact on 
education practice. 5.94 1.05 -1.36 3.15 
Note. Items 2, 3, and 4 were eliminated from the scale due to low factor loadings or cross-loading on 
multiple factors. 
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Table 4 
 
TPB items correlation matrix 
             
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
Item 1 --             
Item 2 .253** --            
Item 3 .379** -0.005 --           
Item 4 .239** 0.011  --          
Item 5 .244** -0.101 .463** .180** --         
Item 6 0.034 -0.134 .286** .148* .471** --        
Item 7 .291** -0.038 .453** .212** .648** .371** --       
Item 8 .255** -0.077 .482** .139* .792** .393** .577** --      
Item 9 .304** 0.061 0.051 0.064 0.071 -.154* .156* 0.001 --     
Item 10 .296** 0.072 .377** 0.09 .492** .267** .487** .519** .252** --    
Item 11 .331** .155* .164* .194** .349** 0.208 .297** .313** .563** .419** --   
Item 12 .259** 0.039 0.132 0.135 .229** 0.025 .231** .172* .478** .248** .520** --  
Item 13 .300** .166* .145* 0.129 0.035 -0.125 .244** 0.104 .446** .327** .404** .361** -- 
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Table 5 
 
EFA TBP Scale All Items  
    
  Four-Factor Solution Three Factor Solution Two Factor Solution 
 Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor I Factor II 
Item P S P S P S P S P S P S P S P S P S 
1 
 
.35 
 
.41 .46 .63 .27 .50 
 
.32 
 
.41 .64 .70 .22 .35 .41 .48 
2* -.14 
  
.15 .52 .40 
  
-.23 
  
.15 .36 .30 -.14 
 
.25 .21 
3* .42 .59 -.16 .13 .17 .35 .34 .59 .50 .60 -.20 .14 .43 .51 .59 .59 
 
.21 
4* 
 
.23 .12 .16 -.10 .18 .56 .52 .15 .24 
 
.15 .27 .31 .22 .26 .12 .19 
5 .93 .89 
 
.24 -.22 
  
.38 .95 .91 
 
.27 -.18 .21 .90 .88 
 
.22 
6 .55 .50 -.14 
 
-.25 -.12 .14 .28 .62 .52 
  
-.11 
 
.60 .51 -.29 -.10 
7 .66 .73 .10 .31 
 
.27 
 
.43 .67 .72 .10 .33 
 
.37 .70 .74 .11 .33 
8 .92 .85 
 
.20 
 
.19 -.12 .33 .85 .83 
 
.23 
 
.27 .86 .83 
 
.21 
9 -.16 .10 .85 .78 
 
.39 
  
-.17 
 
.83 .77 
 
.31 -.16 
 
.79 .73 
10 .62 .63 .13 .43 .25 .42 -.21 .23 .48 .59 .26 .44 
 
.39 .52 .61 .28 .45 
11 .18 .39 .71 .76 
 
.43 
 
.21 .15 .36 .73 .77 
 
.40 .16 .38 .69 .75 
12 
 
.26 .71 .64 -.17 .28 .13 .20 
 
.24 .62 .63 
 
.29 
 
.26 .58 .60 
13 
 
.17 .43 .58 .30 .52 
 
.17 -.10 .13 .49 .58 .26 .45 
 
.17 .63 .62 
Note. P = pattern; S = structure; *item removed in subsequent analyses; values less than .10 were suppressed 
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Table 6 
 
TBP Scale Final Two-Factor Solution  
   
  Factor I Factor II Communality 
Item P S P S   
Factor I: Subjective Norms 
5 .91 .91 
 
.29 .82 
6 .60 .52 -.25 
 
.32 
7 .67 .72 .15 .37 .53 
8 .85 .84 
 
.27 .71 
10 .49 .60 .31 .48 .45 
Factor II: Attitude Toward Dissemination  
1 .16 .29 .40 .45 .23 
9 -.22 
 
.83 .75 .61 
11 .13 .37 .71 .75 .58 
12 
 
.23 .61 .62 .38 
13 
 
.13 .64 .61 .38 
Note. P = pattern, S = structure; coefficients less than .10 were 
suppressed 
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Table 7 
Participant Reported Reasons to Engage in Dissemination  
 
  
Ranked 
n (%) 
Ranked Primary Reason 
n (%) 
Influence practice 196 (86.73%) 126 (55.75%) 
Raise awareness of the findings 130 (57.52%) 37 (16.37%) 
Promote understanding of science 82 (36.28%) 24 (10.62%) 
Influence policy 59 (26.11%) 10 (4.42%) 
Meet tenure requirements 59 (26.11%) 14 (6.19%) 
Interact with those in applied settings 46 (20.35%) 9 (3.98%) 
Stimulate discussion or debate 39 (17.26%) 2 (0.88%) 
Interact with other researchers 36 (15.92%) 2 (0.88%) 
Satisfy grant/contractual obligations 18 (7.96%) 2 (0.88%) 
Justify or attract public funding 12 (5.31%) 0 (0%) 
Raise your organization’s profile 1 (0.44%) 0 (0%) 
Improve your communication skills 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
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Table 8 
 
Participant Dissemination Activities  
     
 Ranked 
n (%) 
Ranked Primary 
Activity 
n (%) 
Greatest Impact on 
Career Trajectory 
   Academic Journal Articles 204 (89.87%) 143 (63%) 189 (83.63%) 
   Conference Presentations 184 (81.06%) 33 (14.54%) 10 (4.42%) 
   Professional Development 102 (44.93%) 24 (10.57%) 9 (3.98%) 
   Academic Books or Book Chapters 57 (25.11%) 5 (2.2%) 2 (0.88%) 
   Meetings with Stakeholders 51 (22.47%) 13 (5.73%) 5 (2.21%) 
   Practitioner-Focused Books 32 (14.1%) 6 (2.64%) 0 (0%) 
   Social Media 13 (5.73%)  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
   Reports to Funders 8 (3.52%)  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
   Research Briefs 7 (3.08%) 1 (0.44%) 1 (0.44%) 
   Other 5 (2.2%)  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
   Media Interviews 4 (1.76%) 1 (0.44%) 1 (0.44%) 
   Online Videos (e.g., YouTube, webinars) 4 (1.76%)  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
   Press Releases 3 (1.33%)  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
   Newsletters (print or electronic) 2 (0.88%)  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
   Blog Oosts 2 (0.88%) 1 (0.44%) 1 (0.44%) 
   Infographics 2 (0.88%)  0 (0%) 1 (0.44%) 
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Table 9 
 
Participant Target Audiences for Dissemination 
   
 Ranked 
n (%) 
Ranked Primary 
Audience 
n (%) 
Teachers 187 (82.74%) 67 (29.65%) 
Researchers 169 (74.78%) 105 (46.46%) 
Administrators 88 (38.94%) 7 (3.10%) 
Student Support Personnel 86 (38.05%) 25 (11.06%) 
Policy Makers/legislators 51 (22.57%) 10 (4.42%) 
Other Related Service Providers 32 (14.16%) 3 (1.33%) 
Parents/families 24 (10.62%) 4 (1.77%) 
Students 21 (9.29%) 2 (0.88%) 
Community Leaders 6 (2.65%) 1 (0.44%) 
Paraprofessionals 3 (1.33%) 0 (0%) 
Child and Family Advocates 3 (1.33%) 0 (0%) 
Other 3 (1.33%) 1 (0.44%) 
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Table 10 
 
Dissemination Activities with Greatest Perceived Impact on Practice  
  
  
Ranked 
n (%) 
Ranked Primary 
Activity 
n (%) 
Seminars, Workshops, Professional Development 163 (72.12%) 83 (36.73%) 
Meetings with Stakeholders 137 (60.62%) 65 (28.76%) 
Practitioner-focused Books or Workbooks 110 (48.67%) 19 (8.41%) 
Conference Presentations 67 (29.65%) 8 (3.54%) 
Online Videos 39 (17.26%) 7 (3.10%) 
Social Media 38 (16.81%) 15 (6.64%) 
Academic Journal Articles 33 (14.60%) 10 (4.42%) 
Academic Books or Book Chapters 19 (8.41%) 2 (0.88%) 
Media Interviews 15 (6.64%) 4 (1.77%) 
Infographics 11 (4.87%) 0 (0%) 
Other 11 (4.87%) 7 (3.10%) 
Research Briefs 10 (4.42%) 1 (0.44%) 
Newsletters (print or electronic) 8 (3.54%) 1 (0.44%) 
Blog Posts 7 (3.10%) 2 (0.88%) 
Press Releases 4 (1.77%) 1 (0.44%) 
Reports to Funders 2 (0.88%) 0 (0%) 
74 
 
 
Table 11 
 
Perceived Barriers to Engagement in Dissemination  
     
  
Ranked 
n (%) 
Ranked Primary 
Barrier 
n (%) 
Limited time to dedicate to dissemination 135 (59.73%) 84 (37.17%) 
Low priority for research dissemination to non-research audiences in my institution  91 (40.27%) 45 (19.91%) 
Limited financial resources for dissemination 67 (29.65%) 16 (7.08%) 
Uncertain how to best disseminate beyond professional conferences and publications 45 (19.91%) 13 (5.75%) 
Hesitation/resistance to disseminate findings from a single study/exploratory research 43 (19.03%) 9 (3.98%) 
Uncertain about the impact of dissemination to create change in applied settings 36 (15.93%) 10 (4.42%) 
Uncertain which audiences want or would use the information 30 (13.27%) 5 (2.21%) 
Limited technological skills to engage in online dissemination 29 (12.83%) 6 (2.65%) 
Lack of relationships with non-research stakeholders 24 (10.62%) 4 (1.77%) 
Limited understanding about how to disseminate findings to non-research audiences 16 (7.08%) 4 (1.77%) 
Other 16 (7.08%) 5 (2.21%) 
Uncertain about what to disseminate to non-research audiences 13 (5.75%) 4 (1.77%) 
Dissemination activities not in study timelines 12 (5.31%) 0 (0%) 
None of the above 11 (4.87%) 9 (3.98%) 
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Table 12 
 
Time Spent on Dissemination During the 2017-2018 Academic Year 
  
  n (%) 
Total time on dissemination activities 
 
   Less than 1 hour a week (less than 1%) 65 (29.3%) 
   1-2 hours a week (1-4%) 68 (30.6%) 
   3-4 hours a week (5-10%) 37 (16.7%) 
   5-8 hours a week (10-20%) 21 (9.3%) 
   9-12 hours a week (20-30%) 11 (5.0%) 
   13-15 hours a week (30-40%) 5 (2.3%) 
   16-19 hours a week (40-50%) 4 (1.8%) 
   More than 20 hours a week (More than 50%) 3 (1.4%) 
Social media use 
 
   Everyday 7 (3.1%) 
   2-6 days a week 4 (1.8%) 
   One day a week 10 (4.5%) 
   1-3 days a month 23 (10.31%) 
   Once every 2-3 months 22 (9.87%) 
   Once every 6 months 12 (5.38%) 
   Less often  25 (11.21%) 
   Never 120 (53.81%) 
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Table 13 
 
Dissemination Activities During the 2017-2018 Academic Year 
   
  
N (%) or M 
(SD) 
Professional Development Training 5.03 (4.89) 
Peer-reviewed Journal Articles 6.17 (3.26) 
Practitioner-Oriented Articles  1.97 (1.25) 
   Teaching Exceptional Children 29 (25%) 
   Intervention in School and Clinic  18 (15.52%) 
   Local or national organizational newsletters 13 (11.21%) 
   Communique 12 (10.34%) 
   School Psychology Forum 8 (6.9%) 
   Young Exceptional Children 4 (3.45%) 
   Other 51 (43.97%) 
Conference Sessions 4.71 (4.22) 
   Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) 77 (37.93%) 
   National Association of School Psychologists 53 (26.11%) 
   American Educational Research Association 44 (21.67%) 
   CEC Divisions 38 (18.72%) 
   Pacific Coast Research Conference 31 (15.27%) 
   American Psychological Association 29 (14.29%) 
   PBIS Conferences 15 (7.39%) 
   ABA Conferences 13 (6.4%) 
   Learning Disability, Reading, and Math Conferences 13 (6.4%) 
   TECBD 11 (5.42%) 
   Society for Prevention Research 8 (3.94%) 
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   CRIEI 8 (3.94%) 
   Other 62 (30.54%) 
Other interactions with stakeholders 
 
   Meetings with Stakeholders 129 (57.08%) 
   One-time Consultation 105 (46.46%) 
   State or National-level Task Force 102 (45.13%) 
   Ongoing Coaching or Consultation 100 (44.25%) 
   District-level Task Force 72 (31.86%) 
   Advocacy Groups 52 (23.01%) 
Note. PBIS = Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports; ABA = applied 
behavior analysis; TECBD = Teacher Educators for Children with Behavior 
Disorders; CRIEI = Conference on Research Innovations in Early Intervention 
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Table 14 
 
Researcher Perceptions Related to Frequency and Quality of 
Engagement in Dissemination  
  
  Frequency Quality 
Far Exceeds Expectations 2 (.9%) 3 (1.4%) 
Exceeds Expectations 14 (6.5%) 19 (8.8%) 
Equals Expectations 78 (36.1%) 100 (46.5%) 
Short of Expectations 77 (35.6%) 60 (27.9%) 
Far Short of Expectations 29 (13.4%) 15 (7.0%) 
Not sure 16 (7.4%) 18 (8.4%) 
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Table 15 
 
TBP Scale Items Descriptive Statistics        
Item 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
Subjective Norms 
5. There is an expectation that I engage in dissemination. 1.85% 7.87% 13.43% 16.67% 25.00% 22.22% 12.96% 
6. I feel social pressure to engage in dissemination. 8.80% 29.63% 14.81% 25.93% 9.72% 8.80% 2.31% 
7. Other colleagues want me to engage in dissemination. 2.31% 7.87% 8.80% 30.56% 18.52% 22.69% 9.26% 
8. Leadership at my institution want me to engage in dissemination. 1.39% 6.94% 10.65% 13.43% 28.70% 23.61% 15.28% 
10. Engaging in dissemination is beneficial to my career. 1.86% 3.72% 5.58% 13.95% 23.26% 30.70% 20.93% 
Attitude Toward Dissemination 
1. I am confident in my ability to engage in effective dissemination. 1.39% 3.24% 10.19% 6.94% 28.70% 30.56% 18.98% 
9. I find engaging in dissemination personally rewarding. 1.39% 1.39% 4.17% 5.09% 12.50% 43.06% 32.41% 
11. Engaging in dissemination is in line with my career goals.  1.85% 0.93% 3.70% 4.63% 14.35% 40.28% 34.26% 
12. It is an obligation of researchers to disseminate their research to 
those working in applied settings. 0.47% 0.93% 2.79% 5.58% 10.23% 40.47% 39.53% 
13. Engaging in dissemination can make an impact on education 
practice. 0.46% 0.93% 1.39% 3.70% 22.69% 37.04% 33.80% 
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Table 16 
 
Professional Characteristics and Dissemination Activities During the 2017-2018 Year  
  Time Spent on Dissemination  
Number of 
Dissemination Activities  
Intent to 
Disseminate 
  
< 1 
hour 
1-2 
hours 
3-8 
hours 
9 + 
hours p 
M (SD) p M (SD) p 
Tenure status          
    Tenure 19.62% 20.10% 21.50% 8.41% 
.052 
9.98 (8.20) 
0.191 
5.20 (0.88) 
0.663 
    Non-tenure 10.75% 11.68% 5.61% 2.33% 8.74 (7.51) 5.15 (0.73) 
Faculty rank 
    
   
  
   Assistant 10.43% 8.06% 11.85% 4.74% 
.103 
8.77 (7.52) 
0.354 
5.12 (0.73) 
0.791    Associate 8.06% 12.32% 9.95% 3.79% 10.28 (8.01) 5.19 (0.80) 
   Full Professor 11.85% 8.06% 11.85% 4.74% 9.70 (8.41) 5.21 (0.96) 
Applied experience 
    
   
  
   Experience 22.43% 25.23% 21.50% 10.75% 
.039 
10.19 (8.43) 
0.055 
5.22 (0.81) 
0.177 
   No Experience 7.94% 6.54% 5.61% 0% 7.33 (5.54) 5.02 (0.91) 
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Table 17 
 
Correlations Between Dissemination Engagement, Professional Characteristics, and Intent  
          
 
Dissemination 
Activities 
Time Spent on 
Dissemination+ 
Faculty 
Rank+ 
Years 
Research 
Experience Age 
Years Applied 
Experience 
Subjective 
Norms 
Attitude 
toward 
Dissemination 
Overall 
Intent 
Dissemination Activities -- 
        
Time Spent on Dissemination+ .12** -- 
       
Faculty Rank .04 .12 -- 
      
Years of Research Experience -.03 .14* .78** -- 
     
Age -.04 .19** .73** .87** -- 
    
Years Applied Experience .11 .27** .09 .11 .40** -- 
   
Subjective Norms .16* .24** .05 .03 .01 .08 -- 
  
Attitude Toward Dissemination .35** .31** .02 -.06 .00 .12 .32** -- 
 
Overall Intent  .29** .30** .04 -.01 .01 .12 .87** .75** -- 
Note. + = Spearman's rho correlation; **correlation is significant at the .01 level  
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Table 18 
 
Regression Analyses Predicting Engagement in Dissemination  
  B Wald χ2  Odds Ratio p 
DV: Number of activities 
    
   Intent 0.35 14.38 1.40 <.0005 
   Gender -0.18 1.31 0.84 .252 
   Faculty Rank -- 0.67 -- .717 
   Applied Experience 0.27 2.02 1.30 .155 
DV: Time dedicated to dissemination 
  
   Intent 0.72 19.08 2.06 <.0005 
   Gender 0.14 0.28 1.16 .595 
   Faculty Rank -- 2.48 -- .289 
   Applied Experience 0.35 1.11 1.42 .292 
Note. Analyses predicting the number of dissemination activities were conducted using negative binomial 
regression; analyses predicting time dedicated to dissemination were conducted using cumulative ordinal 
logistic regression. 
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Figure 1. Adaptation of the Interactive Systems Framework to education research and practice 
 
Note. Figure adapted from Wandersman et al., 2008 
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Figure 2. Integration of the Interactive Systems Framework and the Theory of Planned Behavior  
 
Note. ISF figure adapted from Wandersman et al., 2008; TPB figure adapted from Ajzen, 1991 
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Appendix A 
Survey Instrument 
Thank you for participating in this survey. The purpose of this study is to understand education researcher 
engagement in dissemination activities and factors that act as barriers or supports to engaging in 
dissemination targeting non-research audiences. Your consent to participate in this study will involve 
completion of this online survey. The survey should take about 15-20 minutes to complete. You may also 
skip any questions that you do not want to answer. 
Any text noted in italics was not displayed to participants. 
1. Please select your gender: 
• Male  
• Female  
• Other 
• Prefer not to answer 
 
2. Please select the university where you are currently employed: 
• Dropdown box to select university 
 
3. Please select the year you were born: 
• Dropdown to select year 
 
4. Which of the following best describes your current title? 
• Professor  
• Associate Professor  
• Assistant Professor  
• Research Scientist  
• Other (please specify): _________________ 
 
5. How many years have you worked in education research (not including research experience in 
graduate school)? 
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• Drop down to select number of years (1-55) 
 
6. Did you hold a position in an applied educational setting (e.g., as a teacher, school psychologist, 
administrator, etc.) before becoming a researcher? 
• Yes  
• No  
 
7. Which of the following positions did you hold prior to becoming an education researcher? Please 
check all that apply: 
• Teacher  
• School counselor  
• School psychologist  
• School social worker  
• School/building administrator  
• District administrator  
• Post-doctoral fellow 
• Other school-based position (please specify)__________________________ 
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8. How many years did you work in an applied setting before becoming a researcher? (not including 
experiences during graduate school) 
a. Dropdown to select number of years (1-55) 
 
9. If post-doctoral fellow selected in Question 8: 
What was the focus of your post-doctoral fellowship? 
• Research 
• Clinical practice 
• Both research and clinical practice 
 
10. If post-doctoral fellow selected in Question 8: 
What was the duration of your post-doctoral fellowship? 
• Dropdown to select number of years (1-10) 
•  
 
11. Please enter up to three key words that best describe your research: 
 
Keyword 1 ________________________________________________ 
Keyword 2 ________________________________________________ 
Keyword 3 ________________________________________________ 
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In the next section, you will answer questions related to your engagement in dissemination. We consider 
dissemination to be: 
• An active and planned process of sharing research findings and evidence-based practices with 
targeted audiences (Nilsen, 2015). 
• Activities targeting other researchers and activities targeting non-research audiences in applied 
settings  
• Communicating your own research findings or disseminating information about best practices 
(not necessarily based on your original research) 
• Both the preparation of dissemination products and the actual presentation to stakeholders 
12. Which of the following do you consider to be the primary reasons for disseminating your research 
findings? Please rank order your top three reasons by dragging the options in the column on the 
left to the box on the right. (Brownson et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2010): 
The order of response options will be randomized by the Qualtrics survey software. 
   
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
• To raise awareness of the findings 
• To stimulate discussion or debate 
• To influence policy 
• To influence practice 
• To justify or attract public funding 
• To raise your institution’s profile 
• To promote understanding of science 
• To improve your communication 
skills 
• To interact with those in applied 
settings 
• To interact with other researchers 
• To meet tenure and/or promotion 
requirements 
• To satisfy grant/contractual 
obligations 
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13. What methods do you usually use to disseminate research findings? Please rank order the top 
three methods you most frequently utilize by dragging the options in the column on the left to the 
box on the right (Brownson et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2010):  
The order of response options will be randomized by the Qualtrics survey software. 
  
 
 
 
14. Of the methods you use to disseminate research findings, which one do you think has the greatest 
impact on your career trajectory (Brownson et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2010)? 
The order of response options will be randomized by the Qualtrics survey software. 
 
• Academic, peer-reviewed journals  
• Reports to funders 
• Press releases 
• Newsletters (print or electronic) 
• Research briefs 
• Blog posts 
• Infographics 
• Conference presentations 
• Seminars/workshops/professional 
development training 
• Face-to-face meetings with 
stakeholders (e.g., meeting with 
policymakers or school leadership) 
• Media interviews 
• Online videos (e.g., YouTube; 
webinars) 
• Social media (e.g., Twitter, 
Facebook, etc.) 
• Practitioner-focused book or 
workbooks  
• Academic book or book chapter 
• Other___________ 
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• Academic, peer-reviewed journals  
• Reports to funders  
• Press releases  
• Newsletters (print or electronic)  
• Research briefs  
• Blog posts  
• Webinars  
• Infographics  
• Conference presentations 
• Seminars/workshops/professional development training  
• Face-to-face meetings with stakeholders (e.g., meeting with policymakers or school 
leadership)  
• Media interviews   
• Online videos (e.g., YouTube, webinars)  
• Social media (e.g., Twitter, Facebook, etc.)  
• Practitioner-focused books or workbooks 
• Academic books or book chapters 
• Other __________________ 
 
15. Of the methods available to disseminate research findings, which ones do you think generally 
have the greatest impact on education practice? Please rank order the top three methods by 
dragging the options in the column on the left to the box on the right: (Brownson et al., 2013; 
Wilson et al., 2010):  
The order of response options will be randomized by the Qualtrics survey software. 
  
 
• Academic, peer-reviewed journals  
• Reports to funders 
• Press releases 
• Newsletters (print or electronic) 
• Research briefs 
• Blog posts 
• Infographics 
• Conference presentations 
• Seminars/workshops/professional 
development training 
• Face-to-face meetings with 
stakeholders (e.g., meeting with 
policymakers or school leadership) 
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16. Who are your target audiences in disseminating your research? Please rank order the top 
three audiences by dragging the options in the column on the left to the box on the right: 
The order of response options will be randomized by the Qualtrics survey software. 
Alphabetical or say researchers?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
• Media interviews 
• Online videos (e.g., YouTube; 
webinars) 
• Social media (e.g., Twitter, 
Facebook, etc.) 
• Practitioner-focused book or 
workbooks  
• Academic book or book chapter 
• Other___________ 
 
• Researchers 
• Teachers (general education or special education) 
• Paraprofessionals 
• Students 
• Student support personnel or mental health 
providers (School psychologists, school 
counselors, or school social workers) 
• Administrators 
• Policy makers/legislators 
• Parents/families 
• Child and family advocates 
• Other related service providers (occupational 
therapists, physical therapists, speech language 
pathologists) 
• Other______________________ 
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In this next section, you will answer questions about how frequently you engaged in different 
dissemination activities during the 2017-2018 academic year (defined as August 1, 2017 to July 31, 
2018). Please do your best to estimate the frequency of your engagement in these activities. 
17. During the 2017-2018 academic year, how many articles did you publish in peer-reviewed 
journals? Please indicate the number of articles accepted or in press: 
• Dropdown to select number of publications (1-20) 
 
18. How many times in the 2017-2018 academic year did you publish a practitioner-oriented article 
(e.g., Teaching Exceptional Children, Communique, School Psychology Forum, local   
professional newsletter or magazine)? 
• Dropdown to select number of publications (1-20) 
 
19. What specific outlets did you use to distribute practitioner-oriented articles during the 2017-2018 
academic year? Please check all that apply: 
• Communique  
• Teaching Exceptional Children  
• School Psychology Forum  
• Local professional newsletters  
• Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
 
20. During the 2017-2018 academic year, how many times did you conduct professional development 
training for school-based practitioners? Please do not include presentations at national, regional, 
or local conferences.  
a. Dropdown to select number of publications (1-20) 
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21. In what other ways did you interact with stakeholders (e.g., school-based practitioners, policy 
makers, community members) for non-research purposes during the 2017-2018 academic year? 
Please check all that apply: 
• Participation in advocacy groups  
• State-level task force/initiatives  
• District-level task force/initiatives  
• One-time consultation  
• Ongoing coaching or consultation  
• Meetings with stakeholders  
• Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
 
22. What conferences did you attend to present research findings during the 2017-2018 academic 
year? Please exclude any conferences for which you contributed to presentations but did not 
actually attend the conference to present. 
• American Psychological Association (APA)- August 2017  
• Annual Conference on Advancing School Mental Health- October 2018  
• National Association of School Psychologists (NASP)- February 2018  
• Council for Exceptional Children (CEC)- February 2018  
• Pacific Coast Research Conference (PCRC)- February 2018  
• Society for Research on Educational Effectiveness (SREE)- March 2018 
• American Educational Research Association (AERA)- April 2018  
• Association for Psychological Science (APS)- May 2018  
• Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
 
23. During the 2017-2018 academic year, how many conference sessions did you present at 
international, national, or regional conferences? Please exclude any sessions for you which 
contributed to the presentation but did not actually attend the conference to present. 
• Dropdown to select number of publications (1-20) 
 
24. During the 2017-2018 academic year, how often did you use social media (e.g., Twitter, 
Facebook, Pinterest) to disseminate information about research findings? 
• Every day  
• 2-6 days a week  
• One day a week  
• 1-3 days a month  
• Once every 2-3 months  
• Once every 6 months  
• Less often than every 6 months 
• Never  
 
25. For the 2017-2018 academic year, please estimate the percentage of your total time that was 
dedicated to dissemination activities targeting non-research audiences. We consider 
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dissemination to include both the preparation of dissemination products and the actual 
presentation to stakeholders (Brownson et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2010):  
• Less than 1 hour a week (less than 1%) 
• 1 to 2 hours a week (1 to 5%) 
• 3 to 4 hours a week (6 to 10%)  
• 5 to 8 hours a week (11 to 20%)  
• 9 to 12 hours a week (21 to 30%)  
• 13 to 15 hours a week (31 to 40%)  
• 16 to 19 hours a week (41 to 50%)  
• More than 20 hours a week (more than 50%)  
• None   
 
This next section includes questions about your dissemination practices and perceptions related to 
engaging in dissemination activities.  
These questions are not focused on or restricted to your activities during the 2017-2018 academic year. 
26. How does the frequency or quantity of your efforts to disseminate research findings to non-
research audiences compare to your own expectations? 
• Far exceeds expectations  
• Exceed expectations  
• Equals expectations  
• Short of expectations  
• Far short of expectations  
• Not sure  
 
27. How does the quality of your efforts to disseminate research findings to non-research audiences 
compare to your own expectations? 
• Far exceeds expectations  
• Exceed expectations  
• Equals expectations  
• Short of expectations  
• Far short of expectations  
• Not sure  
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28. Which, if any, of the following barriers do you encounter when attempting to disseminate to non-
research audiences? Please rank order the three most significant barriers by dragging the 
options in the column on the left to the box on the right: 
The order of response options will be randomized by the Qualtrics survey software. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
  
 
• Uncertain how to disseminate findings to non-
research audiences 
• Low priority for research dissemination to non-
research audiences in my university/department 
• Uncertain about what to disseminate to non-
research audiences 
• Uncertain about the impact of dissemination to 
create change in applied settings 
• Limited financial resources for dissemination 
• Limited time to dedicate to dissemination 
• Limited technological skill to engage in online 
dissemination (e.g., creating a web page, using 
social media) 
• Uncertain which audiences want or would use the 
information 
• Lack of relationships with non-research 
stakeholders 
• Dissemination activities not in study timelines 
• Uncertain of how to best disseminate beyond 
professional conferences and publications 
• Hesitation/resistance to disseminate findings from a 
single study 
• None of the above 
• Other (please specify) _____________ 
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Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements-with regard to 
dissemination targeting non-research audiences (Brownson et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2010):  
 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
29. My institution 
expects me to engage in 
dissemination.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
30. My funding agencies 
expect me to engage in 
dissemination.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
31. My institution should 
expect me to engage in 
dissemination.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
32. My funding agencies 
should expect me to 
engage in dissemination.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
•  
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Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements-with regard to dissemination 
targeting non-research audiences (Brownson et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2010):  
 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
33. I am confident in my 
ability to engage in 
effective dissemination 
(Francis et al., 2004).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
34. The decision to 
engage in dissemination 
is up to me (Francis et 
al., 2004).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
35. I have support to help 
me engage in 
dissemination (Brownson 
et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 
2010).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
36. I have participated in 
training to help me 
engage in dissemination 
(Brownson et al., 2013; 
Wilson et al., 2010).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
37. There is an 
expectation that I engage 
in dissemination (Francis 
et al., 2004).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
38. I feel social pressure 
to engage in 
dissemination (Francis et 
al., 2004).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
39.Other colleagues want 
me to engage in 
dissemination (Francis et 
al., 2004).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
40. Leadership at my 
institution want me to 
engage in dissemination 
(Francis et al., 2004).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
41. I find engaging in 
dissemination personally 
rewarding (Francis et al., 
2004).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
42. Engaging in 
dissemination is o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Now please consider the upcoming academic year (2018-2019).  
Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statement with regard to dissemination 
targeting non-research audiences:  
 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Somewhat 
agree 
Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
46.I want to engage in 
frequent dissemination 
targeting non-research 
audiences.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
47.I expect to engage in 
frequent dissemination 
targeting non-research 
audiences.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
48. Please enter any additional comments below with regard to dissemination activities targeting non-
research audiences not captured by the survey items:  
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
  
beneficial to my career 
(Francis et al., 2004).  
43. Engaging in 
dissemination is in line 
with my career goals.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
44. It is an obligation of 
researchers to 
disseminate their research 
to those working in 
applied settings 
(Brownson et al., 2013; 
Wilson et al., 2010).  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
45. Engaging in 
dissemination can make 
an impact on education 
practice.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 99 
Appendix B: 
Email Recruitment Contact 
 
Subject: Participation Requested: Understanding Researchers’ Engagement in Dissemination 
 
Dear Dr. [Last Name], 
 
My name is Taylor Koriakin and I am a doctoral student at the University of Connecticut working 
with Dr. Sandy Chafouleas. For my dissertation research, I am conducting a survey of education 
researchers about their dissemination practices. To date, there have been no systematic evaluations of 
education researchers’ attempts to communicate and disseminate their findings. The purpose of this study 
is to understand researchers' engagement in dissemination activities and factors that act as barriers or 
supports to engaging in dissemination targeting non-research audiences. The result of this study could 
inform our understanding how dissemination affects the research to practice gap and how researchers can 
engage in effective dissemination for maximum impact on day to day education practices. 
 
Participation in this study involves the completion of an online survey which should take 
approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. None of your contact information will be attached to the data 
collected through the survey. If you wish to participate, you can access the survey at this link: 
${l://SurveyURL}. If you have any questions about this study please contact the student researcher, 
Taylor Koriakin, at taylor.koriakin@uconn.edu, or the Principal Investigator, Sandra Chafouleas, 
at Sandra.chafouleas@uconn.edu. 
 
Thank you, 
Taylor 
------------------------- 
Taylor A. Koriakin, M.A. 
School Psychology Doctoral Candidate 
Neag School of Education 
University of Connecticut  
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Appendix C: 
Information Sheet for Online Survey 
 
 
 
 
Principal Investigator: Sandra Chafouleas 
Student: Taylor Koriakin 
Title of Study: Investigating education researcher engagement in dissemination 
 
You are invited to participate in this survey of school psychology and special 
education researchers at Research Intensive (R1) institutions. I am a graduate student at 
the University of Connecticut, and I am conducting this survey for my dissertation work. The 
purpose of this study is to better understand how and why researchers engage in dissemination 
to communicate their findings.  
 
Your participation in this study will require completion of the attached questionnaire. This 
should take approximately 15-20 minutes of your time. We have attempted to remove any 
survey items that could include personally identifiable information; you will not be asked to 
attach your name to your survey response, and responses will be kept anonymous. The 
Qualtrics survey software settings will be put in place so that any other personally identifiable 
information including IP address, email address, and geographic location will not be recorded or 
connected to survey responses. You will not be paid for being in this study. This survey does 
not involve any risk to you. However, the benefits of your participation may impact society by 
helping increase knowledge about how findings from education research are communicated. 
 
You do not have to be in this study if you do not want to be. You do not have to answer 
any question that you do not want to answer for any reason.  We will be happy to answer any 
questions you have about this study. If you have further questions about this project or if you 
have a research-related problem, you may contact me, Taylor Koriakin at 
taylor.koriakin@uconn.edu or my advisor, Sandra Chafouleas at (860) 486-6868. If you have 
any questions about your rights as a research participant you may contact the University of 
Connecticut Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 860-486-8802.  
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Appendix D: 
Email Recruitment Reminder Contact 
 
Subject: REMINDER-Participation Requested: Understanding Researchers’ Engagement in 
Dissemination 
 
Dear Dr. [Last Name], 
 
My name is Taylor Koriakin and I am a doctoral student at the University of Connecticut working 
with Dr. Sandy Chafouleas. For my dissertation research, I am conducting a survey of education 
researchers about their dissemination practices. To date, there have been no systematic evaluations of 
education researchers’ attempts to communicate and disseminate their findings. The purpose of this study 
is to understand researchers' engagement in dissemination activities and factors that act as barriers or 
supports to engaging in dissemination targeting non-research audiences. The result of this study could 
inform our understanding how dissemination affects the research to practice gap and how researchers can 
engage in effective dissemination for maximum impact on day to day education practices. 
 
Participation in this study involves the completion of an online survey which should take 
approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. None of your contact information will be attached to the data 
collected through the survey. If you wish to participate, you can access the survey at this link: 
${l://SurveyURL}. If you have any questions about this study please contact the student researcher, 
Taylor Koriakin, at taylor.koriakin@uconn.edu, or the Principal Investigator, Sandra Chafouleas, 
at Sandra.chafouleas@uconn.edu. 
 
Thank you, 
Taylor 
------------------------- 
Taylor A. Koriakin, M.A. 
School Psychology Doctoral Candidate 
Neag School of Education 
University of Connecticut 
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Appendix E: 
Recruitment Contact Schedule 
Date Contact Started Survey Completed Survey Opted Out 
10/5/2018 Initial Invitation 15 88 3 
10/11/2018 Reminder 1 24 138 11 
10/19/2018 Reminder 2 30 164 15 
10/24/2018 Reminder 3 30 184 22 
10/29/2018 Reminder 4 19 224 22 
 
 
 
